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AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


TUESDAY, MAY 20, 1958 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTER ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harpors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a. m., in room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Buarnik. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the 
House Public Works Committee will please come to order. 

Today, Tuesday, May 20, we begin hearings on H. R. 11714, which 
I have introduced, and other measures which propose to amend the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

(H. R. 11714 is as follows :) 


[H. R. 11714, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase one of the limita- 
tions on grants for construction from $250,000 to $500,000, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (33 U. S. C. 466e) is amended as follows: 

(1) Clause (2) of subsection (b) of such section 6 is amended to read as 
follows: “(2) except as otherwise provided in this clause, no grant shall be 
made for any project in an amount exceeding 30 per centum of the estimated 
reasonable cost thereof as determined by the Surgeon General, or in an amount 
exceeding $500,000, whichever is the smaller: Provided, That the grantee agrees 
to pay the remaining cost: Provided further, That, in the case of a project which 
will serve more than one municipality, the Surgeon General shall, on such basis 
as he determines to be reasonable and equitable, allocate to each municipality 
to be served by such project its share of the estimated reasonable cost of such 
project, and shall then apply the limitations provided in this clause (2) to each 
such share as if it were a separate project to determine the maximum amount 
of any grant which could be made under this section with respect to each such 
share, and the total of all the amounts so determined shall be the maximum 
amount of the grant which may be made under this section on account of such 
project ;”. 

(2) The third sentence of subsection (c) of such section 6 is amended to read 
as follows: “Sums allotted to a State under the preceding sentence which are 
not obligated at the end of the fiscal year for which they were allotted because 
of a lack of projects which have been approved by a State water pollution control 
agency under subsection (b) (1) of this section or certified as entitled to priority 
under subsection (b) (4) of this section, shall be reallotted by the Surgeon 
General, on such basis as he determines reasonable and equitable and in ac- 
cordance with regulations promulgated by him, to States having projects ap- 
proved under this section for which grants have not been made because of lack 
of funds. Any sum made available to a State by reallotment under the preceding 
sentence shall be in addition to any funds otherwise allotted to such State 
under this Act. The allotments of a State under the second and third sentences 
of this subsection shall be available, in accordance with the provisions of this 
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section, for payments with respect to projects in such State which have been 
approved under this section.” 

(3) Subsection (d) of such section 6 is amended by striking out “$50,000,000” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “$100,000,000”, and by striking out “$500,000,000” 
and inserting in lieu thereof “$1,000,000,000”. 

Mr. Buiatnix. The purpose of these hearings is to consider a num- 
ber of proposals which have been referred to this subcommittee rela- 
tive to the waste treatment facilities construction grant program au- 
thorized under Public Law 84-660. 

You will recall that this program originated in this subcommittee. 
During the 2d session of the 84th Congress we had before us a bill to 
extend and strengthen the Water Pollution Control Act of 1948. To 
that bill I offered a construction grant program amendment. My 
original proposal called for a 10-year, $100-million-a-year, program 
of Federal aid to communities to assist them in the construction of 
needed sewage treatment facilities. Grants were to be limited to 50 
a of the total project cost, or $500,000, whichever was smaller. 

alf of the total authorized funds were earmarked for communities 
of 125,000 population or under. A prevailing wage rate provision 
was included in the bill. 

By the time the bill reached the House floor the total amount au- 
thorized was reduced from $1 billion to $500 million. The maximum 
grant was reduced from $500,000 to $300,000, and from 50 percent to 
3314 percent. In that form the bill passed the House. 

In conference, further changes were made. An allocation formula 
based on population and fiscal needs was added. The maximum grant 
was further reduced from $300,000 to $250,000, and from 3314 per- 
cent to 30 percent. The prevailing wage rate provision was deleted. 
In that form, as approved by the conferees and the House and Sen- 
ate, the program was initiated in the late summer and early fall of 
1956 

The success of this program in its year and one-half of operation 
has been nothing short of phenomenal. As of May 12, 1958, 1,005 
grant offers have been made totaling $84.1 million. The total cost of 
the projects is $388.9 million. Thus for every Federal dollar a local 
expenditure of $3.60 is stimulated. 

his has been the history of this program from its very begin- 
ning—tremendous stimulation of local effort. And that is exactly 
what it was designed to do. 

An example of this is found by examining the number of States 
which recorded record treatment facility construction years just prior 
to the passage of Public Law 660 and since its enactment. 

In 1952, for instance, four States had a record construction year. 
These were Delaware, Massachusetts, Mississippi, and South Dakota. 

In 1953, five States had a record construction year. These were 
New Mexico, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, and Wyoming. 

In 1954, only three States had a record construction year. These 
were Arkansas, New Jersey, and New York. 

In 1955, again four States had a record construction year. These 
were Michigan, New Hampshire, South Carolina, and West Virginia. 

In 1956, the first grants under Public Law 660 having been made, 
although in very limited fashion due to the freezing of funds until 
October of that year, the number of States having a record treatment 
facility construction year increased to 13. They were Alabama, Colo- 
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rado, District of Columbia, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Ne- 
vada, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and 
Virginia. 

In 1957, as the Federal grant program gathered momentum, 19 
States registered record construction years. They were Arizona, Cali- 
fornia, Connecticut, Georgia, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, Mary- 
land, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin. 

Of these 32 States who have recorded record construction years in 
1956 and 1957, all but 5 utilized 75 percent or more of the Federal 
funds available to them. The States taking advantage of the Fed- 
eral program are the States in which record treatment facility 
construction is realized. Each of the 14 States which has used over 
99 percent of its allotment over the past 2 years is included in the list 
of States having record construction years in that time. The correla- 
tion between a State’s active participation in that grant program and 
the level of construction of treatment plants in that State is un- 
mistakable. 

Effective as the present program is, the level of sewage-treatment 
plant construction is not nearly high enough. In 1955 it was shown 
we needed to spend over $500 million annually for the next 10 years if 
the municipal problem is to be met. Translated into 1957 dollars 
that would amount to $550 million annually. Since actual contract 
awards for 1957 were only $350 million, it can be seen that the present 
grant program is able to support little more than half the job that 
needs to be done and that we are still falling behind. Further, the 
limitation of one grant to municipalities bienatibie together in a joint 
project is acting as a deterrent to the solution of sewage-treatment 
problems in our rapidly growing metropolitan complexes. 

In H. R. 9540, I proposed grants of up to $500,000 for each project 
and appropriations of $100 million a year, with an aggregate of $1 
billion as the amounts necessary to do the job of cleaning up the mu- 
nicipal pollution problem, These amounts were cut in half. It is not 
surprising to find from subsequent experience, therefore, that the 

resent limited grant program is stimulating only about half the 
evel of construction that is necessary. And, we are still doing only 
half a job in an area where we need desperately to do a complete and 
thorough job. 

To do that complete and thorough job I have introduced H. R. 
11714, which is before us today together with a number of other 
measures relating to the grant section under Public Law 660. H. R. 
11714 is designed to cure the deficiencies in the existing program. 
From experience under the program the following deficiencies require 
our immediate attention : 

(1) Grants for any one project are limited to $250,000. ‘This 
limitation provides little or no incentive for larger communities 
to begin construction. 

(2) The total appropriation authorized for each fiscal year is 
only $50 million, which will not support the rate of construction 
needed. 

(3) Municipalities and intermunicipal agencies proceeding in 
the construction of a joint project are limited to one grant. This 
discourages joint projects and encourages separate projects. 
Such procedure is often wasteful and prejudicial to good flan- 
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ning for solution of already serious problems in metropolitan 
areas and their fringes. 

(4) The allocation formula permits unobligated funds to lapse 
in those States and Territories where pollution control needs are 
not great in proportion to population and per capital income. 

H. R. 11714 amends the existing program in the following manner: 

(1) Raises amount of any one grant to $500,000. This amount 
will provide a definite stimulation for constructing the larger 
municipal projects. 

(2) Increases each fiscal year appropriation authorization to 
$100 million, and the aggregate to $1 billion. This level of funds 
will support the needed rate of construction if the municipal pol- 
lution problem is to be met. 

(3) Permits municipalities to band together in constructing 
joint projects without penalty of loss in grants, and encourages 
such planning where this approach is advantageous, particularly 
in metropolitan complexes. 

(4) Permits the reallocation of unobligated funds in any States 
among those other States having projects awaiting availability 
of grant funds. 

These amendments would merely restore the amount of funds that 
I originally showed as necessary. The amount provided for in H. R. 
9540 was based on as firm an estimate as could possibly be made after 
consultation with State health officers, Public Health officials, and 
others. From all the facts and evidence available to us we arrived 
at the conclusion that $100 million a year was needed for the next 
10 years in order to stimulate the local construction necessary to com- 
bat municipal pollution. That amount was reduced by half. Now, 
a year and a half later, we know that the original estimate was correct. 

In February 1957 three of the Nation’s leading water pollution con- 
trol experts sent a questionnaire to the State sanitary engineers of 
the 48 States, the District of Columbia, and the Territories of Alaska 
and Hawaii. The questionnaire was prepared by B. A. Poole, Curtiss 
M. Everts, and David B. Lee, State sanitary engineers of Indiana, 
Oregon, and Florida, respectively. The questionnaire asked for the 
number of municipal sewage-treatment projects and the total esti- 
mated cost of these projects for each of the years 1957, 1958, and 1959. 
In January 1958, a letter was mailed to all those who had received 
the original questionnaire asking for comments or changes on data 
submitted on the questionnaire. 

As a result of this survey, Messrs. Lee, Everts, and Poole came to 
the conclusion based on the facts and evidence accumulated through 
their survey that the estimated sewage-treatment construction pro- 
gram of 40 States for the next 3 years could utilize approximately 
twice the Federal grant money authorized for the next 3 years by 
section 6, Public Law 660. In other words, exactly the amount I 
originally proposed 2 years ago and which is now provided for in 
H. R. 11714. 

Our unprecedented population and industrial growth has caused 
water to become our most important natural resource. In many areas 
it has become a critical resource. If we are to stem the rising tide 
of pollution, and provide an adequate water supply so vital to the 
future health and welfare of the Nation, we must provide adaquate 
pollution-control measures now. These amendments would provide 
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the stimulation for doing the full municipal sewage-treatment job 
that is only being half done today under present limitations. 

We are privileged and pleased this morning to have as our first 
witness the distinguished United States Senator from Minnesota, my 
very close personal friend for many years, Senator Hubert Humphrey. 
Senator Humphrey, I appreciate your making a special effort to be 
with us personally this morning, knowing that you have another com- 
mitment and must leave by 10:30. We recall your recent statements 
in the other body and the legislation which you have always sponsored 
and promoted on behalf of all of the phases of conservation, and we 
welcome your direct and personal support and efforts on behalf of this 
one phase of conservation dealing with the control of water pollution, 
as prescribed in Public Law 660. 

So, Senator Humphrey, we will be pleased to start off the hearings 
with your testimony. If you have any written prepared statement we 
will be pleased to have that included in the record at this point, and 
you may either summarize it verbally, which we know you are so well 
sapable of doing, or proceed at will, knowing the limitations of time 
under which you have to operate. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Senator Humpurey. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for your 
cordial welcome and your friendly references to some of the work that 
we have attempted to do and to accomplish in the field of conserva- 
tion. I am particularly pleased to be here this morning to testify 
before the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the House of 
Representatives Public Works Committee primarily because of the 
excellent record of this subcommittee, and, of course, because the 
chairman of the subcommittee is one of our most distinguished public 
servants in the State of Minnesota. I reciprocate by saying he is also 
one of my dearest and closest friends. 

So, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, it is a distinct 
pleasure to appear before this distinguished committee, which, as I 
have said, has rendered such great service to the Nation in originating 
legislation to develop the water resources of this country. _ 

I appear here in behalf of H. R. 11714. 

Certainly, water is becoming ever more important in the calculation 
of private conservationists and Government officials at every level. 
We have come to realize that clean, usable water is not the inexhausti- 
ble resource we once considered it. Our mushrooming population, 
now well over 170 million people, threatens to outgrow our water re- 
sources—at least the resources as they have been managed heretofore. 

The Water Pollution Control Act of 1945 was the first step toward 
a national solution of what is so clearly a national problem. 

I wish to emphasize that this is a national problem. This is not a 
matter which can be handled county by county, or township by town- 
ship, or even State by State. : 

But the first real breakthrough was only 2 years ago, when the dis- 
“eo chairman of this committee led the effort to provide a new 
and important program of direct Federal assistance to American com- 
munities to expand their sewage-treatment systems, to extend State 
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pollution control agencies, and to provide new penalties against the 
pollution of interstate streams. ; 

The original program, which I strongly supported and still support, 
provided authorization for $100 million for such grants to commu- 
nities. I felt at the time that a program of less magnitude would 
be insufficient to stimulate sewage construction to bring the sewage 
treatment works level up to the needs. 

The history of the last two years has demonstrated the wisdom 
of the original bill. Despite a stimulation of about $4.80 in commu- 
nity expenditures for each $1 granted under the Federal program, 
the total extent of the program has fallen short of the goal by almost 
50 percent. 

am frankly shocked at the proposals being made for shifting this 
program back to the States in return for the transfer of certain tax 
revenues, ener the telephone excise tax, from Federal to State 
receipts. First of all, stream pollution is a national problem, and in- 
terstate streams are under the control of Congress. 

The more than 22,000 sources of stream pollution which feeds 
sludge, chemical wastes, and other sewage materials into our rivers, 
constitutes a national problem. Polluted streams flow past countless 
American villages, towns, and cities, crossing county lines and State 


lines. 

I might add, with a certain degree of unhappiness, that the prime 
example of water stream pollution is the Potomac River right in the 
Nation’s Capital. If we needed any further inspiration as to why we 
ought to do something in Congress more than we have done, I think 
all we have to do is walk several blocks, and there it is—this beautiful 
river, which is without adequate pollution control. 

Just as the Congress has long recognized the principle of river 
valley development from a standpoint of flood control, irrigation and 
power development, it is imperative that the Congress continue to con- 
sider the question of water pollution as something transcending county 
and State lines, 

Furthermore, if any such scheme for transferring telephone tax 
revenues in the State in exchange for State jurisdiction over the 
sewage treatment works grant program were to be authorized, the 
very States which most need additional sewage treatment works would 
be the States receiving the least amount of tax revenues from this 
source. 

I should like to discuss for a moment the operation of this fine pro- 
gram in Minnesota. The program is conducted by the water pollution 
contro] commission under the authority of the Water Pollution Act 
passed by the legislature in 1945. This commission has comprehen- 
sive power to enforce the water pollution control laws of the State. 
The secretary and executive officer of the State board of health serves 
as secretary of the commission and has the principal responsibility 
for the allocation of Federal grants on a priority system which is 
based 30 percent on financial need and 70 percent on water-pollution 
control need on the basis of downstream uses of the water. At the 
present time there are 282 municipal sewage treatment works in Min- 
nesota, treating sewage from 307 municipalities. These municipali- 
ties have a total population of 1,789,606. There are in addition 91 
municipalities with sewage systems, but without treatment works. 








AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 7 


Some of the existing plants are overloaded or do not provide sufficient 
treatment to protect the streams adequately. 

Over 200 separate industrial waste treatment plants have been con- 
structed since 1950. Many industries have also made material changes 
in their operation to prevent water pollution and are continuously 
investigating and studying new or modified methods of treatment 
and disposal. In fact, all major industrial installations have pro- 
vided treatment facilities. 

In community sewage treatment works, there has been a very strong 
movement forward. Applications for grants under Public Law 660 
up to March 1 of this year totaled 92, with a total estimated construc- 
tion cost of $25,568,968. The total Federal grant funds requested in 
the 2 years amounted to $7,119,283. Grant funds allocated to the 
State during this period amounted to $1,852,700, or just a little over 
one-fourth of the requested grant funds. All of these funds have 
now been allocated to a total of 20 communities. 

Mr. Chairman, I have recently received a letter from the secretary 
of the State board of health, Dr. Robert N. Barr, strongly supporting 
a R. 11417 and S. 3576, which it was my privilege to sponsor in the 

enate. 

Dr. Barr points out that although great progress has been made in 
correcting some of the most serious stream problems, unless grant 
funds are increased there is every indication that the total program 
in the State of Minnesota will have been retarded rather than accel- 
erated by our original legislation. This is because it is increasingly 
difficult for municipalities to successfully develop projects with local 
funds. 

I would ees Mr. Chairman, having the letter from Dr. Barr 
printed in the hearings at this point in my remarks, if you will grant 
the permission. 

Mr. Biatnrk. Without objection, it may be so ordered. 

(The letter from Dr. Barr is as follows :) 

Hon, Husert H. HUMPHREY, 


United Senator in Congress, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. HumMpuHREY: The water pollution control commission, at a meeting 
on April 23, 1958, reviewed the provisions of H. R. 11417, a bill to amend sec- 
tion 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, introduced in the House of 
Representatives on March 27, 1958, by Representative John Blatnik, and an 
identical bill, S. 3576, introduced in the Senate on March 31, 1958, by you. 

The significant features of the proposed legislation, as considered by the 
commission, are as follows: 

1. Increase of maximum amount of any one grant from $250,000 to $500,000 
to assist larger communities. 

2. The proposal to make each municipality eligible for a grant for its share 
of the total cost. There are several places in this State where joint treatment 
works are highly desirable, and the municipalities are being penalized by not 
being able to obtain the same amount of grant they would as for individual 
plants. 

8. The increase in grant funds for each fiscal year from $50 million to $100 
million. 

4. Provision for reallocation of unobligated funds among States having proj- 
ects delayed because of the lack of sufficient grant funds. 

The commission unanimously endorsed these measures and directed that you 
be advised of the action. 

The establishment of the policy of Federal grants by the present act has made 
it possible for some of the most serious stream-pollution problems to be cor- 
rected. It has, however, become increasingly difficult for municipal officials to 
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successfully develop projects with local funds. Unless grant funds are in- 
creased there is every indication that the total program in this State will have 
been retarded rather than accelerated by the legislation. 

The enclosed Report on Progress, Control of Water Pollution in Minnesota, 
describes in summary form the present situation in this State. There are un- 
doubtedly several communities mentioned that are of interest to you. The 
status of the Federal grant program and number of application on hand are 
shown on pages 11-15. A possible public works program for construction of 
sewage treatment works is described in detail on pages 30 and 31. Both state- 
ments apply directly to legislation now under consideration and we hope they 
will be of value to you in consideration of the subject. 

Yours very truly, 
R. N. Barr, M. D., Secretary. 

Senator Humenrey. I would only add that Dr. Barr, gentlemen, is 
considered to be one of the foremost experts in the field of public 
health on stream pollution and water pollution. 

Enclosed with Dr. Barr’s letter was a report on the progress of 
the control of water pollution in Minnesota, and a program for con- 
struction of sewage treatment works. This program for con- 
struction of sewage treatment works includes group I, with 27 proj- 
ects, estimated at a total cost of $20 million, which have progressed 
to the point that contracts could awarded within 6 months following 
notice that Government grants were available. 

So here you see an effective, readymade public works program. 

Group II consists of 74 municipalities with sanitary sewage sys- 
tems, but no treatment. In this group, plans for sewage works could 
be prepared and contracted within 12 months if Federal] assistance 
were available. The estimated total cost of these 74 plants is $13 
million. 

Group ITI consists of 64 plants at municipalities that are known to 
be overloaded, or where a higher degree of treatment should be 
provided. These projects could be placed under contract within 12 to 
24 months if financial help could be provided. The estimated total 
cost would be $5 million. 

The final group, group IV, includes several municipalities where 
sewage systems are needed either in larger communities or in their 
fringe areas. These projects would require more time for the prep- 
aration of plans and awarding of contracts, but could amount to 
$50 million to $60 million. 

Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate your having placed at this point 
in my remarks the memorandum entitled “The Program for Con- 
struction of Sewage Treatment Works,” prepared by the Minnesota 
Department of Health. 

Mr. Biatnrx. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


PROGRAM FOR CONSTRUCTION OF SEWAGE TREATMENT WORKS 


The following estimates, based on current prices, have been made of a 
possible construction program involving sewage-treatment works at munici- 


palities in the State. 
GROUP I 


There are on file in the Section of Water Pollution Control applications from 
35 municipalities for Federal grants to assist in financing sewage-treatment 
works that have not been approved because of limitation of Federal funds. 
Engineering reports on these projects have been completed, and, in several 
eases, detailed plans are available. They are all needed projects from water- 
pollution standpoint. The municipalities have stated that contracts could be 
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awarded within 6 months following notice that Government grants were 
available. These grants are 30 percent of reasonable cost of construction 
or $250,000, whichever is the smaller. Bight of these projects are proceeding 
with construction without grants, leaving 27 projects. These 27 projects are 
estimated at $10 million. 

GROUP II 


There are 91 municipalities with sanitary sewer systems where no treat- 
ment is provided. Ten are proceeding with projects this year, and seven more 
were unsuccessful applicants for Federal grants. It is estimated that plans 
for sewage works at the remaining places could be prepared and contracts let 
within 12 months if funds were available. The majority of these communities 
have engineering reports available, providing a basis for engineering design 
and indicating appreciation of need by the municipality. The estimated cost 
of these remaining 74 plants is $13 million. 


GROUP III 


There are 75 plants at municipalities that are known to be overloaded or 
where higher degree of treatment should be provided. Eleven of these muni- 
cipalities were unsuccessful applicants for Federal grants. It is estimated that 
these projects, depending upon availability of designing engineers, could be 
placed under contract in from 12 to 24 months if financial arrangements were 
completed. The estimated cost of these remaining 64 projects is $5 million. 


GROUP IV 


There are several municipalities where sewer systems are needed, such as 
fringe areas to larger communities and in the larger communities. These 
projects would require more time for the preparation of plans and awarding of 
contracts, but could amount to $50 million to $60 million. 

Following is a list of municipalities in groups I and II: 


Grove I 


A. PROJECTS AWARDED FEDERAL GRANTS 


1. Adams 5. East Grand Forks 9. Pine Island 
2. Blooming Prairie 6. Farmington 10. Plummer 
3. Canton 7. Little Falls 11. Stewart 
4. Crookston 8. Mazeppa 12. Tower 

B. PROJECTS GOING AHEAD USING LOCAL FINANCING 
1. Aurora 4. Forest Lake’ 7. Willmar’ 
2. Austin’ 5. Hayfield 8. Victoria 
3. Chanhassen 6. St. Michael 

CG. PROJECTS WAITING FOR FINANCING 

1. Arlington 10. Hibbing ’* 19. Porter 
2. Browerville 11. Hills 20. St. Peter 
3. Buhl? 12. Jackson 21. Shakopee 
4. Chaska 13. Lafayette 22. Triumph-Monterey 
5. Cold Spring 14. Mankato 23. Walnut Grove 
6. Duluth * 15. Marietta 24. Waseca? 
7. Eagle Bend 16. Marshall 25. West St. Paul 
8. Ellendale 17. Owatonna? 26. Winton 
9. Fergus Falls* 18. Pierz 27. Zumbrota 


1 Improvements or enlargements to existing plants. 
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Group II 


MUNICIPALITIES WITH SEWERS AND NO TREATMENT PLANTS 


1. Aitkin 26. Good Thunder 52. Montrose 

2. Argyle 27. Grand Rapids 53. Nashwauk 
3. Atwater 28. Halstad 54. North Branch 
4. Barnum 29. Hanley Falls 55. North Mankato 
5. Belle Plaine 30. Hawley 56. Pine River 
6. Bird Island 31. Hector 57. Preston 

7. Blue Earth 32. Henderson 58. Red Wing 
8. Bricelyn 33. Herman 59. Remer 

9. Brownton 34. Heron Lake 60. Richmond 
10. Buffalo Lake 35. Hinckley 61. Russell 

11. Cannon Falls 36. Holdingford 62. St. Joseph 
12. Cass Lake 37. Iron Junction 63. Sanborn 

13,. Climax 38. Isanti 64. Sandstone 
14. Cooley 39. Ivanhoe 65. Sartell 

15. Currie 40. Kennedy 66. Sauk Rapid 
16. Cuyuna 41. Lamberton 67. Stillwater 
17. Deer River 42. LeRoy 68. Trommald 
18. Degraff 43. LeSueur 69. Twin Valley 
19. Donnelly 44. Lewisville 70. Tyler 
20. Easton 45. Lowry 71. Wanamingo 
21. Elk River 46. Lyle 72. Welcome 
22. Elmore 47. Mahnomen 73. Wilmont 
23. Fertile 48. Manganese 74. Winnebago 
24. Floodwood 49. Melrose 

25. Franklin 50. Milaca 


(Renville County) 51. Monticello 


Senator Humpurey. In conclusion, the evidence is so clear that the 
expenditure of Federal grants has successfully stimulated a propor- 
tionately large expenditure of community funds for sewage-treatment 
works, that doubling the appropriation would permit us actually to 
catch up with the real needs of the country in this area. Providing 
for the reallocation of unobligated funds from one State to another 
would also be patently useful to those States who are making the 
greatest headway against their pollution problems. The provision for 
joint participation in sewage-treatment works without penalty in the 
form of a reduced Federal grant is extremely important. Clearly, 
also, the lifting of the grant ceiling to $500,000 maximum would pro- 
vide a necessary degree of flexibility for the State administrators of 
the water pollution control programs. In terms of long-term good, 
in terms of. long-term welfare of our people, in terms of better public 
health, and in terms of more pleasant outdoor recreation, I respect- 
fully urge the committee to favorably report H. R. 11417, and so to 
dail the pace of this outstanding conservation and public health 
program. 

I want to thank the subcommittee for the privilege of testifying, 
and may I at this time, Mr. Chairman, with your permission, call to 
the committee’s attention an editorial which i am sure each member 
has read. It appeared this morning in the Washington Post and is 
entitled “Troubled Water.” 

The author of this editorial, the writer, has an uncanny ability to 
get quickly to the point. He says: 


It is astonishing that anyone in Washington with eyes (or a nose) could re- 
main indifferent to the need for expanding pollution controls. The sludgy 
waters of the Potomac offer a shameful example of the kind of neglect of water 
resources that is now costing the United States an estimated $1 billion a year. 
Yet in some hidden sanctuary of the Bureau of the Budget a decision has been 
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made to terminate the promising Federal water-pollution-control program by 
1960 and then dump the problem in the laps of the States. This would reverse 
legislation already passed by Congress, with administration support, calling 
for a 10-year, $500 million incentive program to help communities develop sew- 
age-treatment plants. 

Representative John A. Blatnik, author of the pollution-control legislation, is 
properly outraged by this turnabout. Today, Mr. Blatnik’s House Public Works 
Subcommittee begins hearings on new legislation to double the present grants 
of $50 million a year—which would merely bring the program to the size origi- 
nally contemplated. In the 2 years in which the program has already been op- 
erating, Mr. Blatnik points out, $76 million in Federal funds has helped finance 
930 projects. State and local governments have put up $274 million to match 
the Federal contribution—a ratio of $5 in local funds for each Federal dollar. 
Surely this is an impressive demonstration of how badly the Federal incentive 
program was needed. 

There is great need to conserve and cleanse the Nation’s precious water re- 
sources. The problem is particularly pressing in the Washington area, where the 
Potomac has become, in Mr. Blatnik’s rueful phrase, “the best-dressed cesspool 
in the country.” Mr. Blatnik’s efforts to expand and continue the cleanup pro- 
gram should win wide support in Congress, and perhaps persuade the adminis- 
tration to acknowledge more realistically a problem literally under its nose. 

I would add only this: I am sure the distinguished chairman of 
this subcommittee feels, as I do, that this is not a personal program; 
that the members of this subcommittee and the Members of both 
Houses have been keenly interested in it, and my appeal to you this 
morning is not to let this good start now die. 

I believe that the ratio of local participation to Federal help is one 
of the finest of our grant-in-aid programs. 

Might I say that the conservation groups are represented here this 
morning, and I imagine will testify here, Mr. Chairman. The Citizens 
Committee on Natural Resources, which represents almost every im- 
portant conservation organization in the United States, has gone on 
record in behalf of the legislation now before you. When you read 
the pamphlet that they have made available for public distribution, 
I think you will realize how terribly important this particular pro- 
gram is. When we approach this so-called atomic age, with nuclear 
powerplants, I could only add that we are going to need even more 
water-pollution control. Every area of industrial development poses 
a new problem for us, so that as our Nation is industrialized, even 
in the Midwest and Far West and South, and points that have not been 
as industrial as the East, we will have an even greater problem of 
water pollution control. eRe: 

I frankly cannot think of any legislation that would be of more 
importance to the long-term health of our people and the industrial 
growth of the Nation and the long-term conservation needs of the 
community, than the legislation before this subcommittee. 

I respectfully join with you in its support, and in urging your favor- 
able consideration. 

I want to thank you so much for your most friendly cooperation 
this morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I only 
hope my few words here have been of some help to you. I know you 
are all keenly interested in this and I merely want to express my con- 
cern, and, I think, the concern that Members of the other body have, 

Mr. Buatnix. Senator, may I express the Chair’s great appreciation 
for the kind words which you have expressed in behalf of the pro- 
gram before the committee ? 


26874—5 8-2 
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Again, I wish not only to commend: you on a very factual and 
persuasive statement, but particularly to express the Chair’s apprecia- 
tion for the Senator’s direct personal interest and participation in 
getting this program up to a level of activity that was originally con- 
templated, and was originally requested, and which now, on its record 
after a period of a little more than a year and a half, bears out that 
we were correct in our early estimates as to what would be accom- 
plished by it. 

I wish to emphasize this is a minimum prowen. This is not an 
overwhelming, gigantic program, but it is designed merely to keep us 
from slipping further back year by year as our population increases, 
and our per capita water use increases, and as our industrial use of 
water keeps on skyrocketing upward. As water uses and needs in- 
crease, so the volume of our pollution increases. The present pro- 
gram is just to keep us on a level, so that in 10 years from today if the 
progress of pollution has not gone any further than it has today, we 
will at least have held the line. We say in answer to those who say 
why not carry on a little longer program, that that is hardly adequate. 
We are convinced while we may delay and postpone this program only 
for a while, the problem is a cumulative one and when it comes time 
to collect, it collects with compound interest. Sooner or later we will 
have to meet the problem head-on, when this will become a national 
crisis. 

As you say, it may well be that the problem of the adequate supply 
of water 10 years from now may be as critical as the problem we have 
facing us today with regard to missiles. 

So again I express my appreciation to the Senator. 

Are there any questions on my right ? 

Mrs. Burron. I would just like to add my remarks to the remarks 
of the chairman, and commend the Senator for his fine statement here. 
I am very happy to have the articulate and able support of the Sena- 
tor on this program. 

When I came to the Congress 4 years ago, one of the great prob- 
lems that I saw in my own district, which is in the South and is a 
rural area for the most part, although it has industry coming in be- 
cause of the wonderful water table we have down there—I could al- 
ready see the need for the stream-pollution-control program. I am 
happy that I had the opportunity of being assigned to the Public 
Works Committee, and to this particular subeommittee, and thereby 
to be able to join with the chairman in approving this program. 

The people of my State have always been in favor of it. The fact 
that we have not industrialized to the extent that some other areas of 
the Nation have at the present time is all the more reason why we 
should get a complete stream-pollution-control program before a trag- 
edy occurs in our State, as has already happened in other sections of 
the country. 

I very much appreciate the fact that you appeared here and made 
the very, very fine statement that you have, Senator Humphrey. 

Senator Humpurey. May I say to Congresswoman Blitch that her 
foresight in reference to her own district before massive industriali- 
zation takes place, which it undoubtedly will in the foreseeable future, 
will be heralded in the days to come, because once these streams and 
lakes are polluted it takes from 10 to 20 years to clean them up. 
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If you can put in these works prior to the tragedy of pollution, 
then, indeed, you have preserved the mest precious of our resources 
next to air itself. 

I am thinking of the fact that the big industrialists and the people 
we talk to as we seek to bring industry to our State, always ask about 
this as one of their first questions. They ask a little bit about your 
labor force, and maybe about transportation, and then the next ques- 
tion they ask is: What about your water supply? The water table 
is of tremendous importance to them, aa its cleanliness is all- 
important. 

Mrs. Burrcu. I find since this program has been established through 
the Blatnik bill that industry coming into my section is most cooper- 
ative in trying to meet the standards—much more so than they were 
before this program was passed. 

Senator Humpurey. Oh, my, yes. 

I want to thank you very much for your kind words. 

Mr. Biarnik. Any questions on my left? 

Mr. McGrecor. I want to compliment the Senator for his state- 
ment, which was delivered in his usual impressive manner. I know 
he is a student of government. 

I note particularly he did not make any recommendations as to 
where we were going to get the money, but I wish, Senator, when you 
revise your statement on these hearings you would give us some sug- 
gestion as to where the money might be available to put the program 
you are recommending into effect. 

I join with my colleagues in commending you on your statement. 

Senator Humpurey. Congressman McGregor, I am not unaware of 
the ever-present problem of all of us, both privately and publicly, of 
being able to get the money. But, you know, I own a little property, 
and my family owns some property, and we find out the best way to 
protect the value of that property is to spend some money on it to 
protect it, and not let it go to waste. It costs much more to repair a 
house after it is broken down than it does to keep it up, and it costs 
a great deal more to permit pollution to occur than it does to take 
care of it year by year. 

My feeling about the Congressman’s bill and others who have spon- 
sored these bills here is that this is a reasonable proposal. When you 
stop to think of a nation of 170 million people talking about an in- 
vestment of $100 million as we are here today—it is a very small 
amount. Now take the nuclear tests taking place in the Pacific at 
the present time. They are vital to our national security and I 
realize that, but may I say that the water of the Pacific is no more 
vital to our national security than, in the long run, the water in every 
State of the Union, when it comes to our industrial and private needs. 
By the time those tests are completed in the Pacific we will have spent 
as much as the total authorization of this bill, and the tests will have 
been over and the water will have been polluted and not cleansed. 

Mr. McGreecor. I agree with the distinguished gentleman, but I ain 
sure you will agree with me that if we continue to spend more than 
we take in, the property which you referred to will be worth less and 
less, and the value of the dollar will be worth less and less. 

Senator Humpeurey. I agree with you, and therefore I say the best 
way to pay the bills is to step up productivity and keep the country 
moving ahead, and I am sure that is your feeling too. 
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Mr. McGrecor. That is all. 
Mr. Buatnix. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Scupper. I appreciate your statement, although I do not agree 
with you. I appreciate particularly the sincere work and applica- 
tion that has been done by the chairman of our subcommittee. 

Senator Humpurey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. I opposed this legislation, or this gift program, when 
the Federal participation was started 2 years ago. The original law, 
provided: that the Federal Government should endeavor to control 
the contaminating of our streams. The bill before us 2 years ago 
to extend and amend the law and to put teeth in it, to stop the pol- 
luting of our streams. 

I think it is just as important for a city to take care of its sewage 
disposal as it is for them to provide good water for the people to 
drink, or to provide fire protection to protect their property, and 
good streets, and good lighting, and various other public services. 
But when it comes to the sewage problem, they do not seem to care 
for the people downstream, and they pollute the water to such an 
extent that it is not usable, and ignore their responsibility as a com- 
munity. 

When this law was first passed, it was passed in order to stop 
pollution. 

You talk about the Potomac River being a semper Who makes 
it a cesspool except the people who live along its banks ? 

Senator Humpnrey. And the people in V an D.C. 

Mr. Scupper. That is right. In Washington, D.C. They are all 
violating the intent and purpose of our pollution law. Now we 
come along with this program to give them 30 percent. I have had 
letters from city officials who apologize for the fact that they ac- 
cepted this 30 percent contribution. It was easy money to help them 
out in their problem. There were no streams to pollute, but they were 
given the 30 percent to help them. It was easier for them to go to 
the people and say, “We are getting 30 percent from the Federal 
Government for free, so we will only have to float a bond issue for 
70 percent.” ; 

I appreciate your viewpoint and your honest intentions and your 
theorizing on this matter, but I still believe that sanitation is a local 
responsibility. It is not equitable taxation when one city builds its 
sanitary plants to care for their sanitary obligations, and another 
city comes to the Federal Government for a handout in order to do 
the thing that they themselves should do. 

Again let me say I appreciate your statement. 

Senator Humrurey. May I most respectfully say I appreciate your 
sincerity and your point of view. I lave never bes one who said 
that you get something from the Federal Government for free. You 
are absolutely right. When the Federal Government grants money, 
it takes it away irom the taxpayers. It is not free. The only ques- 
tion involved is whether or not the incentive of Federal participa- 
tion evokes from the local communities and States other participa- 
tion. 

I would merely rest my case on the fact that for every dollar ex- 
pended by the Federal Government $414 to $5 has been raised by 
the local governments. 


nn 
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This is an honest difference of opinion on philosophy. I was the 
mayor of a city of half a million people. I know about water pollu- 
tion problems. I was there when we did something about it. But 
despite that I know there were some folks who did not do anything 
about it. I lectured them and raised my voice, but we did not get 
any results. 

Vhen we got a Federal program through with some help, we 
started upstream in the Mississippi River to get some water-pollu- 
tion control. 

Speaking of the District of Columbia, in the Congress itself I have 
to take my share of the responsibility. We are the “City Council” 
here, and we are still permitting the District of Columbia to spew 
mon filth into the Potomac River than any other river in the United 

tates. 

Mr. Scupprr. Then we should get after the Senate and the House 
committees for not doing their duty to take care of the sanitation of 
this city. I think we should put teeth in the law to stop pollution. 
You are not going to build sewage disposal plants in every little 
hamlet and villa throughout the country. We should put teeth in 
the law to stop them from polluting, whether it be a town of 2 or 3 
hundred peo a or 2 or 3 million people. We should force them 
to stop the polluting of our streams. 

Senator Humpnrey. You may have a very proper suggestion there, 
Conerenenasn. 

r. Scupper. That is all. 

Mr. Cramer. Senator, I also appreciate your statement, although 
I did not have the opportunity to hear your opening remarks with 
respect to this program. Of course, I supported this program last 
year and I felt as an incentive it might be justified. That was 2 
years ago. 

Now, after a very short experience with it, there is a request that 
the program be doubled. Of course, that was the fear of many 
people, that if we once got into an incentive program, the program 
would be endlessly increased. I went along with the program with 
the understanding it would be done at this rate for a period of 10 
years for the sole purpose of providing an incentive. Now it ap- 
pears it is suggested that the program be doubled. 

I think you will agree that is obviously not going to be adequate 
funds to do the job. It will have to be tripled, and quadrupled, and 
we will have to have 10 times the amount of money actually to do 
the billions and billions of dollars of work that need to be done to 
catch up with the program, if it is not handled on just an incentive 
basis. 

Of course, I have some reservations as to how it has actually op- 
erated. It was intended to be an incentive, but a lot of municipalities 
have not taken advantage of it. Other areas are holding back in hopes 
of getting more Federal money. There are a lot of projects which 
cannot be financed under this program, because there is not enough 
money available, and there will not be enough provided by even this 
bill. Some municipalities are holding back in hopes that in 1960 and 
1962 they will get better Federal participation. 

I think this is a serious consideration. 

Mr. Biatrntx. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. Let me finish my remarks first and then I will yield. 
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It is a serious consideration, knowing the Federal Government 
cannot go all the way to take care of all of these projects, even on a 
30 percent basis, or any of the proposals made. We should give serious 
consideration as to whether or not the reverse has not proven to be 
the case, and instead of an incentive it has become an obstacle. 

I would like to have the Senator’s view on that. I am very much 
concerned about it myself. 

Senator Humpnrey. First of all, I would be the last to say there 
might not be some communities that would look forward to the day 
when they could get some Federal aid. That is the tendency. But 
I can equally say that wherever we have found a case where there may 
be a community that does that, there are many communities that move 
ahead because of the help that is made available and the public at- 
mosphere that is created in terms of being able to get this job done. 

I think another program I could point out within the same legis- 
lative structure is the Hill-Burton hospital program. My good friends 
will remember there were sick people and people that needed opera- 
tions, and there were good Christian souls, and people throughout the 
United States, who wanted to build hospitals, but they did not build 
them. Then the Hill-Burton Act came along and that works on the 
same principle practically as the Water Pollution Control Act. 

Today in the United States there are hospitals in thousands of 
American communities where there was never one before. You can 
say that many communities are holding back because they are waiting 
for more Federal funds. I will say only as an opinion—and the 
trouble in many of these areas is that all one has is an opinion—but 
my opinion is and my observation is that for every community holding 
back building a hospital because of their waiting for Federal funds 
which they hope io get, 10 communities are building them because 
Federal funds are available, even if only in small amounts. 

The record on stream-pollution control and sewage-disposal plants 
is equally impressive even in this short 2-year period. 

The rate of sewage-treatment works development in the 2 years of 
experience we have had seems to me to be uncontrovertible evidence. 
Despite the fact that there may be a community here and there that 
holds back, waiting for the day that it can get some more Federal 
funds, there are a ‘dozen communities in the same State which have 
gone ahead because Federal funds were available. 

I will wind up by only saying this: While I realize a $100 million 
program will not do the job which you Congressmen or I would like 
to have done, still it will do the job: twice as well as a $50 million pro- 
gram will. It is something like saying, “I am not going to get myself 
a house until I can have one that has ‘everything i in it that I want.” 
There are people who have that point of view, and the only other al- 
ternative is to live out in the snow, or out in the desert. 

So I think what we have w do is approach the problem within a 
reasonable degree of what we can do. I do not deny it has some lim- 
itations. I want that quite clear. 

Mr. Cramer. I appreciate the Senator’s position, but I think the 
clear fact is that the bill as initially drafted had it clearly understood 
that the primary responsibility rests with the local communities and 
the States. 

Senator Humepnrey. It does. 

Mr. Cramer. That was the intention of the act on a limited basis. 
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Senator Humrurey. Right. 

Mr. Cramer. What is the gentleman’s attitude with respect to the 
recommendation of the Joint Federal-State Commission which recom- 
mended this whole program be turned back to the States, along with 
the taxing power of the Federal Government as it relates to telephone 
taxes of 40 percent, so that the States themselves could pay for this 
program and take it over, and then the full responsibility would be 
on the States ¢ 

Senator Humpnrey. I expressed my point of view about that ear- 
lier. It is a point of view which simply says that would not be de- 
sirable. It would in some instances not benefit the States that need 
it most. 

What is more, having served in local government, I know what it 
means, because I have had to work hard with local problems. And I 
was not sitting in the State legislature either, where they could fan 
problems away. I was the mayor of a city, where they came in every 
morning at 8 o’clock, and I could look over to the State legislature 
and see that they were not particularly interested in my city. Any tax 
revenue we had would go someplace else, because there were other de- 
mands made for it. 

There has not been any redistricting in some of these States for 40 
years, and mine is one of them. So where you need the help you 
would not get it. 

This is to help areas that have population growth to get some bene- 
fit. 

I would add most respectfully, these areas of suburban develop- 
ment, gentlemen and Congresswoman Blitch, will be real health prob- 
lems unless you can put in sewage-treatment plants that will take 
care of waste. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Will the gentleman from Florida yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. I will be glad to yield as soon as I finish. 

The only question is, whose function is it? Is it Federal, State, or 
joint? 

Senator Humpnrey. I think it is joint, my good friend. 

Mr. Cramer. If it is joint, to what extent should the Federal Gov- 
ernment participate? When this bill was passed it was intended to 
be solely an incentive program on a limited basis. Now we have a 
request to increase it to $100 million a year, and $1 billion in 10 years. 
Pretty soon we will have it become $4 billion, and then later $6 billion. 

I think the communities should be given to understand Congress is 
going so far, and no further, and they have to do the job themselves. 
Do not look for more and more Federal money. That is the only 
point I am making. 

Senator Humrurey. I would only add respectfully, I think your 
point of view on joint participation is very sound, and that is ex- 
actly what I support. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I would like to ask my good friend if the gov- 
ernors committee you have referred to is the same committee that 
stated that disaster relief and the school-lunch program should be 
turned back to the States ? 

Mr. Cramer. There was a six-point program, including certain dis- 
aster relief but not school lunch, among which was vocational train- 
ing and other programs. It is not a case of abandoning the program, 
but turning it over to the State administration, and turning over the 
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taxing authority of the Federal Government in order to pay for it, so 
that the States can assume the same program sig wraps now under 
Federal administration that they have to the local governments in 
this country. 

Mrs. Burren. What guarantee can the Federal Government give 
to the individual States that they will get those taxes? 

Mr. Cramer. The present program, as the distinguished lady is 
familiar with, was just presented last week to Congress partially in 
the form of a bill and a Presidential message intended to try to in- 
crease the meaning and concept of States rights, and giving the States 
responsibility in these fields, and to spell out exactly how the States 
would enact a 40-percent tax for the telephone tax. But the Federal 
Government would not abandon that field of taxation until the States 
acted, so that you have every guarantee the State would do the job, 
and if they did not, the Federal Government would continue. 

Mr. Buatnix. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Humrurey. I am very honored by this participation. I 
thank my colleagues for their hospitality and courtesy, and also the 
fact that they gave me a little workout. It tunes me up for the rest 
of the day. 

Mr. Byrne. May I make a comment? I am usually kind of mod- 
est, and I do not make any noise. 

Senator, I come from Chicago. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. There we have the Sanitary District of Chicago. The 
Senator mentioned that he owns a little real estate, and sodo I. In 
fact, I am sure you own more than I do. 

Senator Humpnrey. I wish I did, Congressman. 

Mr. Byrne. I just sold a house that I bought 18 years ago. It 
was 50 years old when I bought it. Twice a year I get a tax bill and 
they gave me a manual from the tax collector and there was a break- 
down that there is so much for schools, and so much for the city police- 
men and the city firemen, and so much for the Sanitary District of 
Chicago. In other words, in Chicago about 40 cents out of every $4 
I pay for taxes goes to take care of the Sanitary District of Chicago. 

We in Chicago are taking care of about 98 percent or 99 percent of 
the industrial and domestic waste. 

You mentioned, and I know you have been here a lot longer than 
I have, that in this area we were councilmen. We are councilmen here 
in Washington, But if we keep on appropriating money in the form 
of grants, are we not all going to end up as aldermen instead of Con- 
gressmen? We are killing the incentive of every community in the 
United States, are we not? 

Senator Humpurey. Congressman, there is an honest difference of 
opinion about that. I do not believe so. Let me give you my experi- 
ence. 

I saw areas of my wonderful city of Minneapolis that had become 
blighted. Believe me, I wrestled with tax problems to get the city 
charter of Minneapolis rewritten. It was almost easier to rewrite the 
Ten Commandments, because of the builtin authority and the builtin 
obstacles. For those reasons you could not get the charter rewritten. 
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So, what did we do? When we got the Federal law which per- 
mitted us to have some grants in terms of slum clearance and urban 
renewal, we started to clean out whole areas of the city. 

My feeling about this program is this: I want to say with reference 
to the difference in philosophies that there are people who are equally 
good, constructive, and conservative and sincere people who believe 
these things should be handled entirely locally. I respect their point 
of view, but my feeling is that with a little Federal assistance, with 
the same Government and for the same people, you get a little more 
local participation by stepping up the tempo. 

Mr. Byrne. One more question : My tax bill in 18 years has doubled. 
If Chicago or any other community in the United States feel that the 
Federal Government is going to take care of their problems, they are 
going to vote against those bond issues, are they not? 

Senator Humrurey. That is not my view, sir. I know that just 
recently we were going to build a new airport in Minneapolis, one of 
the terminal airports, and one of the reasons we were able to get the 
bond issue through was that we were telling the people that they have 
Federal participation. So you have the incentive to do the job rather 
than to curtail it. 

Mr. Byrne. In Chicago on June the 2d the people will vote as to 
whether they will approve a bond issue for $15 million for lights. 
If they felt they could get that money from the United States Govern- 
ment, how would they vote? No, wouldn’t they? Because they know 
their tax bill would go up. Is that not true? 

Senator Humpurey. I think, my good friend, in that instance your 
analogy would be borne out. However, I would say if the people 
of Chicago knew that Lake Michigan and some of the problems per- 
taining thereto could be helped with some Federal participation con- 
cerning harbor developments, and water levels, and so on, they 
might be very interested. That has no relation to this problem we 
have before us, of course. I appreciate your views on it. 

When you mentioned your taxes going up twice, I will mention 
a lot of other things than taxes that have gone up. I remember when 

ou could get a good ticket to a show for 15, 20, or 25 cents. That 
1S more expensive now, too. 

Mr. Byrne. There is no more nickel beer, either. 

Mr. Dootry. I would like to compliment the distinguished Senator 
from Minnesota on his very enlightening testimony. I am very ap- 
preciative of your calling attention to the interstate character of this 
problem. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you. 

Mr. Dootry. Our problem is to correct the pollution upstream, 
whether it is caused by a county, municipality, or town. I think you 
have done a beautiful job, and I subscribe to your philosophy 100 
percent. 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you very much. And I want to say to 
the chairman, you sure do have an active committee, Mr. Chairman. 
No wonder this Congressman is so good when he is home in Minnesota. 
You are keeping him razor sharp all the time. 

Mr. Bratntx. Thank you, Senator. We are very proud of the en- 
tire committee. This is one committee where we work on tremendous 
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rojects of great national concern, not only to this respective area, 
but to the whole country. We really hammer out projects in this 
committee. 

Senator Humpurey. Thank you-very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Buatnix. Before we get to Mr. Richardson, the Assistant Sec- 
retary for Legislation of Health, Education, and Welfare, we have 
one of our friends here, Congressman Melvin Price, who is the author 
of H. R. 11472, one of the bills we are considering. 

We will be very glad to hear you at this time, Mr. Price. 


STATEMENT OF HON. MELVIN PRICE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Price. Mr. Chairman, since you are having a representative of 
the Health, Education, and Welfare Department here, and I know 
he will go into the details and give you the position of the Department 
on this legislation, I would just like to submit my statement for the 
record, because I know you have a very short time and I know the 
members want to hear the testimony from the Department that is 
involved on this subject. 

Mr. Buatnix. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Price is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE MELVIN PRICE (DEMOCRAT, ILLINOIS ) 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the courtesy of your committee and the courtesy 
of the chairman in allowing time for this statement on the subject of water 
pollution and on the bill I introduced, H. R. 11472. It seems to me that the 
committee is considering a question that goes to the heart of certain problems 
Americans face—the problems of our people’s needs and interests and the 
techniques of supplying these needs and interests. It is my conviction that 
the Federal Government has a vital, indeed an inescapable, responsibility to 
assist the several States in ridding our rivers and streams of pollution. I am 
here to urge this point of view. 

My bill, H. R. 11472, would by amendment of the Water Pollution Control 
Act take its place in an affirmative declaration by the Congress that the Fed- 
eral Government is anxious to meet its responsibilities. 

It would amend section 6 (c) to make State allotments by the Surgeon Gen- 
eral related to population and per capita income, and to allow reallocation of 
funds where a State decides neither to approve a project finally nor to certify 
it as entitled to priority. Without doing injustice to any State ready to make 
its own contribution this provision. I hope, would allow the most effective use 
of available Federal funds to the general benefit of the Nation. 

The bill, finally, would authorize under section 6 (d) an appropriation of 
$150 million for each fiscal year, with a limit of no more than $1.5 billion 
under the section in the aggregate. 

Members of this committee are working against the background of a recom- 
mendation by the President that the Federal Government kill its program of 
grants for local sewage-treatment plants at the end of fiscal 1959. All of us 
in the Congress in this session are working against this background. I do 
not pretend to know where the President got his philosophy of government— 
his concept that it is not the Federal Government’s business if rivers are in- 
creasingly polluted by a succession of upstream and downstream communities. 

On the record, the proposal went to the President from the Joint Federal- 
State Action Committee, created by the Chief Executive last summer with 
the stated purpose of studying programs that State governments might take 
over from the Federal Government. There are, of course, respected and learned 
Members of the Congress who agree with the Joint Action Committee and agree 
with the President in tending to believe that the Federal Government should 
stop doing things, specifically this thing on local sewage-disposal plants. 

But I do know that a majority of the two Houses of the last Congress did 
not agree. When the Congress authorized the local sewage-disposal plant pro- 
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gram, effective July 1, 1956, it was appointed by a majority in each House 
and accepted by the Chief Executive. And since that time the States and com- 
munities have shown a steadily increasing interest in using the Federal-State 
program to construct facilities and to improve research. . 

Yet here we are, with the program: barely @ year/and a half old, being 
urged to kill it. We are subject to requests from some interests for reduc- 
tion of appropriations—for a slow strangulation of the program—even before 
it is supposed to be throttled totally. We are told that after we sat for half 
a century, watching our rivers and streams being turned into open sewers, 
we are obligated to drop what we started and go back to idle watching. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the centennial year of the birth of a very energetic 
and able, and some would say a very great, Republican President, Theodore 
Roosevelt. Theodore Roosevelt may justly be credited with having initiated 
much of our national conservation program, and his centennial celebration 
is being keyed to his contribution in the conservation field. Yet another Repub- 
lican President tells us to turn our backs on something we have done, to 
withdraw the forward step, toward using Federal influence and Federal 
funds to encourage the purification of our rivers. 

A river, Mr. Chairman, is surely not a matter purely of local concern. 
Rivers flow from one community to another, from one State to another; a 
river system may drain half a dozen or a dozen States. The flow of navigable 
waters is so clearly a matter of interstate concern that the Federal Govern- 
ment has exclusive jurisdiction in the control of navigation. Are we to accept 
seriously an argument that the poisoning and pollution of the waters is none of 
the Federal Government’s business? 

Rivers can be and are polluted by dozens and scores of communities scattered 
upstream and downstream. A community located downstream cannot possibly 
by local action protect itself against untreated sewage poured in above, nor 
can it very well contribute to meeting the general problem by making loans or 
grants to perhaps dozens of offenders. But the Congress can contribute by 
continuing the authorization of Federal grants to encourage and stimulate 
waste-disposal plants, so that all communities will be helped to live as good 
neighbors. 

Our action in 1956 produced results in increasing expenditures for sewage- 
disposal plants—$393 million in that year, $475 million in 1957. Local com- 
munities spent $4 for every $1 in Federal funds for this purpose in the 18 
months ending last December 3l—and the 828 projects for which Federal 
funds were offered were located in communities averaging just over 9,000 in 
population. 

The President’s Joint Action Committee noted that expenditures for sewage- 
treatment plants had been expanding even before the Federal program. Of 
course they had, because the problem was growing, and so was our people's 
awareness of it. We have a $2 billion backlog of projects recognized as needed 
in treatment facilities, and our population is growing and industry is expanding. 
The backlog will get larger if we in the Congress consent to a stop order, to 
a cease-and-desist program, to do-nothingism. 

I hope that this committee makes a very strong declaration that, so far 
as this Congress is concerned, the House Committee on Public Works definitely 
urges that the Water Pollution Control Act be continued in full force, with 
all parts of the program intact, and that the executive department be given 
a congressional mandate that we must go forward. 


[From Congressional Record, January 27, 1958] 
POLLUTION OF AMERICAN STREAMS 


(Mr. VPrick_asked and was given permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the Record.) 

Mr. Price. Mr. Speaker, the President’s budget message delivered in this 
Chamber last week made a number of points that disturb me. One that espe- 
cially concerns me is his recommendation that Federal grants to combat pollu- 
tion of our streams and rivers be dropped at the end of fiscal 1959. 

This program that the President would bludgeon was passed by Congress and 
took effect in July 1956 as Public Law 660. This law provided for grants 
amounting to $500 million—but not to exceed $50 million in any 1 year—over 
a 10-year period to help State and local governments battle against the destruc- 
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tion of the Nation’s most precious natural resource—water. This destruction 
results from the dumping into our streams and rivers of ever-increasing amounts 
of raw human and industrial wastes. 

We have turned too many of our water courses into cesspools. But Public 
Law 660, authored by the farseeing gentleman from Minnesota [John Blatnik] 
has been the impetus for increased construction of sewage-treatment plants and 
research in the complex problem of water pollution. 

Even so, we have a $2 billion backlog in treatment facilities and our indus- 
trial expansion and population boom are making the situation worse. Yet, the 
President would have us halt this vital program. 

The President’s recommendation that the Federal antipollution program be 
halted stems from the report of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee, 
created last summer at his behest. The committee concluded, and I quote, “that 
local waste-treatment facilities are primarily a local concern.” 

This conclusion bears no relation to reality in many of our river and stream 
basins. We are now aware that untreated wastes spilling into the upper reaches 
of a river affect the quality of the water supply of communities all the way 
downstream. Out of this realization that the problem is frequently an inter- 
state matter such organizations as the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Com- 
mission have been formed. In the first year of United States Public Health 
Service grants under Public Law 660, 30 Ohio Valley municipalities with a total 
population of 1,492,150 were approved for grants amounting to $3,763,118. The 
estimated cost in dollars of these projects was $16,943,150, so you can see that 
for every $1 of Federal money, local and State governments put up over $4. 

The Joint Action Committee reported that the annual dollar volume of waste- 
treatment plant construction in recent years has been rising. In 1952, $176 
million was spent; in 1953, $238 million; in 1954, 282 million, and in 1955 $249 
million. It is significant to note, however, that in 1956—the year the program 
got underway—the expenditure volume jumped to $393 million, and in 1957, the 
first full year of program activity, the volume was estimated at $475 million. 

It can be appreciated that the grant program—which between July 1, 1956, 
and December 31, 1957, offered $69.1 million to States and local governments— 
has been the vital spark that touched off the critically needed expansion of local 
sewage-treatment facilities. These grants generated over $300 million in con- 
struction projects. 

It is important to also note that of the 828 projects for which grant offers have 
been made, 92 percent were for facilities in cities of under 125,000 population. 
Indeed, these communities had an average population of 9,077. 

Without help, these small cities might have found it impossible to build treat- 
ment plants. They are caught in a vicious cycle: Many lack the necessary tax 
base to permit major capital construction. They want to bring in new industry 
to expand that tax base. But they cannot attract industry which requires a 
supply of pure water because of a lack of treatment installations. 

The Joint Action Committee would have certain tax revenues now coming to 
the Federal Government go to State governments. With this revenue, the State 
governments would be able to carry on such essential projects as sewage treat- 
ment, according to the committee. 

But the record shows that the States and local governments have not kept 
pace with the need. The only period in which construction of sewage-treatment 
facilities kept abreast with need was in 1933-39—the period of PWA and WPA. 
And our population and industry are vastly larger now than they were then. 

History gives us no assurance that State legislatures would use new revenue 
to meet this responsibility. 

How critical is this problem of water pollution? Last spring, D. R. Woodward, 
of the Department of Interior, surveyed the Nation’s water resource situation, 
looking ahead to conditions in 1980, in a thesis for the Industrial College of the 
Armed Forces. 

He emphasized the regional aspect of the pollution problem—a squandering 
of a resource because it limits the number of times water can be reused. 

Of the New England States, Mr. Woodward says: “Pollution abatement is 
needed.” In the Chesapeake Bay area, “Pollution abatement is a growing prob- 
lem in this area.” “Pollution control is absolutely essential to protect 
area, he forecasts: “As full-scale development takes place, pollution problems 
will become increasingly serious.” 

“We shall be forced in the future to be much more concerned with this problem 
than we are today,” Mr. Woodward concluded. 
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I would like to sound a warning that there are interests that would like to see 
this program, this crusade for clean streams, throttled. But not conent with 
the President’s recommendation that it be killed off at the end of the next fiscal 
year, they would prefer that Congress slash appropriations for the program for 
fiscal 1959. 


If we do this, we will be defaulting on a pledge to the States and local com- 
munities of 10 years of Federal support—the support the record demonstrates 
was so essential. We will have turned back from the forward path we only 
recently began taking after a half century of watching our rivers and streams 
become open sewers. 

Mr. Biatnrg. We should have the record show that Mr. Price has 
been one of the stanchest supporters of water pollution control legis- 
lation that this committee has had before it in the 12 years I have 
been a member. 

Mr. Price. I would like to cite to the committee what I believe to 
be the important need of an amendment to the act to permit joint 
participation on these funds. It has been brought out very clearly in 
my own area, where you have about 6 or 7 cities right along the 
river. Many of them are in the classification of cities below 25,000 
population. If they could join together and participate in this pro- 
gram, they could work out an overall program. If they are forced to 
go into separate participation in the program they would have indi- 
vidual approaches to the problem which will not be nearly as effective 
as an overall program. 

That is my interest in the legislation which the chairman has intro- 
duced. 

Mr. Buiatnix. We thank the gentleman. 

Also entering the room at this time is the eminent chairman of 
our Banking and Currency Committee of the House, Congressman 
Brent Spence of Kentucky. 

Mr. Spence, we are most pleased to have you with us this morning, 
knowing what a very heavy schedule you have been having for weeks 
past with your own important committee. Would you care to present 
your testimony or your statement at this time? 

We welcome you to our committee and are pleased that you could 
take the time out from a very heavy committee schedule of your own. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BRENT SPENCE, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 
FROM THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Spence. Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared statement and I 
do not know that I have any very definite advice to give this great 
committee. I merely want to express to you my deep interest in the 
control of the pollution of the rivers and waters of the United States, 
and Gavtnularty in the control of the pollution of the Ohio River. 

I was born in sight of the Ohio River, and I have lived most of my 
life there in a home or residence that overlooked the river. I have 
seen it turn from a beautiful river in which as a boy I enjoyed swim- 
ming, to a polluted sewer. It seems to me it is a desecration to allow 
the gifts that God Almighty has given us to be destroyed as this river 
has been destroyed. 

There is a pool for the control of navigation not 12 miles long ex- 
tending from Fern Bank to Coney Island, and into this pool flows 
the domestic sewage of almost 1 million people. Into it also goes the 
industrial waste of that great industrial region sometimes called the 
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Ruhr of America. Out of it comes the water supply of almost all of 
those people. It is a great problem and it is a terrible tragedy that 
things have gone along as they have. 

I am in favor of an increase. I am not usually in favor of grants, 
but Iam in favor of an’iierease.in grants for the purpose of accom- 
plishing the purpose that you want to accomplish here, because so 
many of the small towns have difficulty in obtaining funds. They 
have to pay high rates of interest, and often they are impossible to 
obtain. 

This program is just as strong as its weakest link. If there is 
not coordination and cooperation all the way, it will never be suc- 
cessful. 

If Pittsburgh will not take care of its water supply there would be 
little use in Cincinnati trying to take care of its water supply, or Louis- 
ville. We have to work together—the Nation, the States, and the 
political subdivisions, including the large towns and small towns, and 
even the rural areas. 

I am also in favor of the coordination of the work of the National 
Government and the continuation in this program of our Federal 
Government, along with the States and their subdivisions. I know 
there has been an effort to exclnde the Federal Government from this 
field, and I am satisfied when you do that the whole program will 
fail. The Federal Government is better able to take care of it and 
to give technical assistance, and to program the entire thing, than any 
other subdivision of our Nation. 

In Cincinnati we have a great laboratory for the purpose of ascer- 
taining the substances that will go into this river. Without the 
Federal Government’s participation, that would not be used to the 
extent it is now used. By that means we can find out what is the 
character of the industrial wastes which go into the river. That is 
very essential. Domestic sewage is horrible to think of, but indus- 
trial waste is poison. Some day there may be some great tragedy 
occurring because of the pumping of industrial wastes into that river. 

I remember not long ago they established a new plant up on the 
Little Miami, and when they threw the industrial wastes into the 
river all of the fish immediately eame to the surface. 

All I came to tell you today is I hope you will be successful. I 
have read your bills, and I think we ought to have an increase in 
the grants, and an increase in the allocations to the States, and an 
increase in the grants to the individual projects, because without this 
help many of the subdivisions. will be unable to participate in the 
program. é 

I do not come to tell you what bill you should pass. All I want to 
do is express my interest in the program and the interest of the peo- 
ple I represent. I think they have drunk this water long enough. 
I do not like it and I know they do not like it. ' 

On my side of the river there are 175,000 people who do not have 
the great filtration plants that the rich city of Cincinnati has. They 
have to do the best they can with such filtration plants and water 
systems as they are able to supply. Those people are especially in- 
terested in the success of this program. 

I know you have studied the program ; I know you passed much pro- 
gressive legislation on the subject, and we look forward with hope 
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and confidence that you will do something that will eventually clean 
up the river. 

It will be a long pull, but if it is weakened at any time, it will be 
hard to recover, and what has been done will be lost. You must put 
your shoulder to the wheel and give every emphasis'to it all the-time, 
every day, or else the forces that created it will again get control. 

I thank you. 

Mr. Biatnix. Thank you, Mr, Spence, and we thank you for your 
splendid support. You have been a tower of support and a pillar of 
strength in this pollution abatement legislation for the past many 
years. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Srence. I am not an expert on control, but I am one of the 
fondest consumers of the water of the river, and I know how essential 
it is to clean it up. 

Mr. Buiarnirk. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Spence. 

We have a statement from a member of our committee, Mr. Ed- 
mondson, who was forced to leave for a while, and he would like to 
have us consider his statement as read. 

Without objection, it will be put in the record at this point, includ- 
ing a letter from the Oklahoma Outdoor Council, Inc., signed by E. E. 
Townsend, president. Without objection, Mr. Edmondson’s state- 
ment will be introduced in the record, along with that letter. 

(The statement and letter referred to are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Ep EDMONDSON OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, I am strongly in favor of the pollution control program, and 
appreciate this opportunity to appear in support of H. R. 11714, to enlarge 
this fine program. 

In my personal opinion, this is one of the most farsighted and constructive 
programs this Congress has ever estabiished, and it should be improved and en- 
larged in every way possible. With your permission, I would like to present to the 
subcommittee the letter of Mr. E. E. Townsend, president of the Oklahoma Out- 
door Council, Inc., in support of this bill: 


OKLAHOMA OvuTDOOR CoUNCIL, INC., 
Stillwater, Okla., May 17, 1958. 
Hon. Ep EpMonpson, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 
DeAR Mr. EpMonpson: The Oklahoma Outdoor Council is very interested in 


H. R. 11714 and will appreciate any thing you can do to further this important 
pollution control legislation. 


The present Pollution Control Act was of great benefit to the city of Drum- 


right, Okla., after it was damaged by tornado recently. They were able'to rebuild 
their sewage disposal system. 
We wish this letter to be made a part of the hearings scheduled before the 
Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee May 20-22. 
Sincerely, 


BE. E. Townsenp, President. 

Mr. Buarntk. Our next witness is Mr. Elliot L. Richardson, As- 
sistant Secretary for Legislation, Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

Mr. Richardson, you have been very patient in standing by. Would 
you please take the chair? 

You are accompanied by other officials of the Public Health Serv- 
ice, I see. If at any time you feel the need to have them participate 
or if there is an occasion for that, be sure to introduce them to the 
committee, and identify them by name and title. 
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STATEMENT OF ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR LEGISLATION; ACCOMPANIED BY GORDON E. McCALLUM, 
CHIEF, WATER SUPPLY AND WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PRO- 
GRAM, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION AND WELFARE 


Mr. Ricuarpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. My name is Elliot L. Richardson, Assistant Secretary 
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare for Legisla- 
tion. On my right is Mr. Gordon E. McCallum, who is the Chief of 
the Water Supply and Water Pollution Control Program of the Pub- 
lic Health Service. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department has today filed with you as chair- 
man of this subcommittee its report on several bills with respect to 
which these hearings are being conducted, specifically, H. R. 11714, 
your bill, and also H. R. 11472, Mr. Price’s bill, and H. R. 2834, Mr. 
Rogers’ bill. 

I believe you have had distributed to you copies of the report, and 
I will hand to the reporter the official copy. 

Mr. Buatrnix. Without objection, the reports referred to may be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 19, 1958. 
Hon. CHarLes A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for reports on H. R. 
2834, a bill to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to remove a 
limitation on grants for construction of treatment works; H. R. 11472, a bill to 
amend the Water Pollution Control Act with respect to the appropriation and 
allocation of construction grant funds for sewage treatment works; and H. R. 
11714, a bill to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase one 
of the limitations on grants for construction from $250,000 to $500,000 and for 
other purposes. 

As you know, the Joint Federal-State Action Committee, composed of 7 repre- 
sentatives of the executive branch appointed by the President and 10 governors 
appointed by the chairman of the governors’ conference, recommended the fol- 
lowing in its Progress Report No. 1 (December 1957) : 

1. “* * * that the President request Congress to take necessary action 
to discontinue construction grants for local waste-treatment facilities * * * 
land] to provide up to a 40-percent Federal tax credit against the Federal 
local telephone tax for States enacting or increasing such taxes * * *.” 

2. “* * * that the governors request the State legislatures to provide 
such financial assistance for waste-treatment facilities as may be neces- 
sary; * * * strengthen, as needed, State water pollution control programs 
as they relate to both municipal and industrial wastes * * * improve mu- 
nicipal capacity to raise funds to finance waste-treatment works * * * 
land] take necessary steps to avail themselves of this additional tax reve- 
nue source [the telephone tax ].” 

In making the above recommendation for termination of Federal participation 
in the cost of waste-treatment plant construction, the joint committee acknowl- 
edged the value and importance of accomplishing the objectives of the present 
program and emphasized that its recommendations were not intended to reduce 
the program’s scope or effectiveness. The recommendation of the joint commit- 
tee was based on the premise that responsibility for construction of public waste 
treatment works lies with the States and communities concerned, and that they 
should and would, with the aid of new revenues to be made available, carry out 
the objectives of this program. 
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A proposal for legislation to carry out the recommendations of the joint com- 
mittee has recently been submitted to Congress by the President. Under this 
proposal, the waste-treatment plant construction program in section 6 of the 
Water Pollution Control Act would be terminated effective June 30, 1959. While 
2 or 3 of the amendments to section 6 which would be made by some of these 
bills might be desirable were the program to continue for the period authorized 
under existing law, none of them are of such urgency or importance as to 
warrant their enactment for the 1-year period remaining until the program’s 
termination as recommended by the President. For this reason we recommend 
against the enactment of these bills. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Foisom, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 20, 1958. 
Hon. CHarites A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D .C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for a report on 
H. R. 11952, a bill to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act by pro- 
viding Federal aid for disposal works. 

This bill would amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act by authorizing 
construction grants for disposal works as well as treatment works. The existing 
Federal act authorizes grants of 30 percent of the estimated reasonable cost or 
$250,000, whichever is the smaller, of the cost of treatment works to prevent 
the discharge of untreated or inadequately treated sewage or other wastes into 
the waters of the United States. Under this act, disposal methods which do not 
provide at least a minimum of primary treatment are not considered eligible 
for a Federal grant. 

As noted in our report to your committee of Muay 19, 1958, on H. R. 2834, 
H. R. 11472, and H. R. 11714, bills to amend section 6 of the Water Pollution 
Control Act, the President has submitted to Congress a legislative proposal to 
carry out the recommendation of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee that 
the construction grant program authorized by section 6 be terminated June 30, 
1959, so far as Federal grants are concerned, and that it be financed in the 
future by the States and communities concerned aided by new revenues 
to be relinquished by the Federal Government. In view of this recommendation, 
we do not believe that any amendments to section 6 should be made. 

However, even if considered apart from the President’s recommendation that 
the program be terminated, H. R. 11952 would, we believe, be unsound legislation. 

The purpose of a construction program such as that presently authorized 
under section 6 of the Federal act is to stimulate communities to construct 
needed remedial facilities in order to improve water quality for specific water 
uses. Some communities, however, may be located in areas where disposal 
of untreated sewage will have a minimum adverse effect upon the usefulness 
of waters for public water supplies, propagation of fish and aquatic life and 
wildlife, recreational purposes, and agricultural, industrial, and other legitimate 
uses. We believe that Federal or State aid under such a program should be 
limited to those communities which are required to install treatment works in 
order that the backlog of construction needed to improve the quality of our 
waters may be reduced. 

We do not believe that municipalities fortunate enough to be so located 
that they do not now have to install sewage treatment facilities should be 
eligible for Federal or State grant funds, as this will tend to dilute the effort 
to clean up the Nation’s water. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Eviiot L. RicHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 
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Mr. Ricnarpson. A number of references have already been made 
before the committee this morning to the recommendations contained 
in legislation transmitted to the oan by the President last week, 
which would endorse recommendations of the Joint Federal-State 
Action Committee. 

As you know, that committee, composed of 7 representatives 
of the executive branch appointed by the President and 10 governors 
appointed by the Chairman of the Governors’ Conference, recom- 
mended the following in its Progress Report No. 1 (December 1957) : 


1. * * * that the President request Congress to take necessary action to 
discontinue construction grants for local waste-treatment facilities * * * [and] 
to provide up to a 40-percent Federal tax credit against the Federal local tele- 
phone tax for States enacting or increasing such taxes * * * 

2. * * * that the governors request the State legislatures to provide such 
financial assistance for waste-treatment fagilities as may be necessary; * * * 
strengthen, as needed, State water-pollution-control programs as they relate 
to both municipal and industrial wastes * * * improve municipal capacity to 
raise funds to finance waste-treatment works * * * [and] take necessary steps 
to avail themselves of this additional tax revenue source [the telephone tax]. 


Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
communication that the witness refers to be incorporated in the hear- 
ings at this point. 

Mr. Biarnrx. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Thank you, Mr. McGregor. 

Mr. Huuu. Mr. Chairman, I move that the statement of the able 
chairman as it appears in the Congressional Record, in the appendix, 
on February 24, 1958, be included in the body of our hearing this 
morning, immediately after the communication of the President of 
the United States. 

Mr. Biatrnix. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


{From Congressional Record, February 24, 1958] 


PROPOSAL TO END TREATMENT PLANT CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM IMPERILS NATION’S 
BATTLE AGAINST WATER POLLUTION 


Extension of remarks of Hon. John A. Blatnik, of Minnesota, in the House of 
Representatives, Thursday, February 13, 1958 


Mr. Bratnix. Mr. Speaker, although we seldom think of it as such, one of 
the Nation’s most precious natural resources is water. Once taken for 
granted—just as the air we breath—the importance of water has recently taken 
on greater and greater proportions. And for good reason, when you consider 
that safe water and enough of it are fundamental elements, inseparable and 
indispensable to the health and well-being of man. 

The absolute necessity for an effective water conservation and utilization 
program becomes apparent when you take into consideration the fact that while 
the demand for water constantly increases, the supply of water remains con- 
stant. Mr. Speaker, there is as much water available to us today in this coun- 
try as there was available to the Pilgrims when they landed in 1620. And yet 
the demand for it has increased to amazing proportions. 


IMPORTANCE OF WATER 


Wiater is the most used raw material in our factories. The fast growing 
synthetic and chemical industries require tremendous amounts of good water. 
The steel industry alone uses 13 billion gallons a day. It takes 365,000 gal- 
lons to produce a ton of rayon yarn; about one-half million gallons for 1,000 
yards of woolen cloth; more than a million gallons for a thousand barrels of 
aviation gasoline. 
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Industry, it is apparent, requires water—tons of it. Of the total water use 
in the Nation in 1950, 35 percent was by industry. The forecast for 1975 is 
62 percent or 215 billion gallons per day. With the growth of industrial pro- 
duction and population, a paradox will be presented to industry: How to use 
less water while needing more. The requirement for a lesser use is developing 
from the necessity to assure the municipalities, agriculture, and other users as 
well as industry obtain their needed share. 

Take municipalities for instance. By 1975, our present population is ex- 
pected to increase by 37 million people, 90 percent of whom will locate in com- 
munities or urban areas. Water supply consumption will increase from 15 to 25 
billion gallons per day for domestic use. 

Take the increased use of water for agriculture, especially irrigation. In 
1900 we were irrigating 7.7 million acres which required 20 billion gallons 
of water each day. In 1955 we were irrigating almost 4 times as much land— 
29.5 million acres. Yet we used 6 times more water—120 billion gallons each 
day. By 1975 we will be irrigating 37.4 million acres requiring 170 billion gal- 
lons of water a day. 

Add to all this the increased recreational use of water and the increase 
in waste transportation and you arrive at the startling conclusion that by 1975 
this country will require an increase in the current water supply of 145 per- 
cent—equal to the additional supply of 145 New York cities, requiring the 
flow of about 11 Colorado Rivers. 

This spells nothing but trouble because of the simple fact that while the de- 
mand for water increases daily the supply remains constant. According to a 
recent study made by the Industrial College of the Armed Forces, there is little 
reason to expect any marked change in our gross resource of water by 1980. 
In other words, we'll have as much then as we have now—but with a demand 
increase equal to the flow of 11 Colorado Rivers. 

This report goes on to say that: 

“Although there are now several promising techniques in the research and 
development stage, such as desalting of sea waters, reduction in evaporation 
losses, induced rainfall, and other reduction of water losses, none of these can 
be depended upon to change the overall supply of water in the near future.” 

Next to the very air we breathe, I would say water is most important to hu- 
man life. It is also essential to economic and industrial progress. It is also 
essential to our entire defense structures. 

As Secretary of Army Brucker recently said: “The United States can no 
longer treat water as an inexhaustible resource and allow it to run a wayward 
and wasteful course to the sea.” But that is exactly what we are doing today 
in our polluted rivers and streams. 

Pollution is a waste of water and unless we tackle this water-pollution prob- 
lem, and tackle it hard, we are going to be in very serious trouble in a few 
short years. Pollution is one of the largest contributors to our present and fu- 
ture water-resources problems and we must recognize that its control is one of 
the most effective and economical water conservation measures available to us. 


POLLUTION PROBLEM SERIOUS 


The pollution problem has gone from bad to worse in the past few years. 

In 1920, 48 million people were served by sewers, and wastes had a population 
equivalent of 42 million persons. Today 95 million are served by sewers, and 
wastes have a population equivalent of 55 million persons. By 1975 an estimated 
160 million persons will be served by sewers, with wastes having a population 
equivalent depending on what we do about pollution in the interim. And 
what has been our progress in supplying facilities for the treatment of these 
wastes? Right now, there is a need for 9,255 municipal treatment projects. 

The picture is even darker regarding industrial waste. In 1920 organic wastes 
discharged by industry had a population equivalent of 50 million persons. Today 
that is more than doubled. Organic wastes discharged by industry has a popula- 
tion equivalent today of 110 million persons. By 1975 we know that our present 
industrial capacity will be doubled. The amount of pollution will again depend 
largely on what we do today and in the years to come in the field of pollution 
control. A 1955 survery by the Public Health Service shows a total of 5,700 
treatment projects needed by industry. 
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And what about the future? In the Army college study I referred to before, 
the demand-supply situation was broken down region by region. Listen to some 
of the conclusions regarding the problem in 1980: 

“New England region. Pollution abatement is needed in certain areas, espe- 
cially in southern New England. 

“Delaware-Hudson region. Serious water problems seem to be inevitable fur 
area. 

“Chesapeake region. Pollution abatement is a growing problem in this area. 

“Eastern Great Lakes-St. Lawrence region. Pollution control is absolutely 
essential to protect the Great Lakes supply. 

“Upper Mississippi region. Pollution abatement is also a must for this area.” 

And the report goes on, covering each area of the country, each time with the 
same conclusion—pollution problems will become increasingly serious. 

Fortunately for us, pollution can be controlled. Pollution is not something 
that must be endured as an inevitable consequence of our urban and industrial 
growth. Pollution abatement is possible, but it is an expensive process and it 
requires the cooperation of government, at every level, industry, and the public 
itself. f 

Responsibility for pollution abatement for the protection of water resources is 
shared today by local, State, and Federal agencies. Under the American tra- 
dition of community responsibility, each city and industry has a clear obligation 
to construct, operate, and maintain all the pollution abatement works necessary 
to assure that its wastes will not cause harm to others, 


FEDERAL POLLUTION CONTROL RESPONSIBILITY AND ACTIVITY 


The Federal responsibilities are primarily of a supporting nature, designed 
to assist and strengthen State programs. They include research, technical 
assistance on particularly difficult problems requiring highly specialized per- 
sonnel or other resources not always available to individual State agencies, pro- 
motion of coordinated interstate action, and enforcement on interstate pollution 
problems. Since 1956 Federal responsibilities include Federal grants in aid, 
amounting to $50 million a year, to assist local communities in the construction 
of sewage treatment plants and facilities. I was the original sponsor and 
author of that program and am happy to report that it is working out 
splendidly. 

As of January 31, 1958, Mr. Speaker, $72,543,846.36 in Federal grants have 
been approved for 875 projects representing a total cost of $367,064,915. In 
addition, Public Health Service regional offices are now processing 245 addi- 
tional projects representing a total cost of $136,369,970 of which $23,939,912 
would represent Federal grants. State agencies, at the same time, are processing 
8392 other projects which will cost $458,715,818, of which $42,808,783 would repre- 
sent Federal grants. 

This is a fine record for a program that supposedly did not have a chance. 
But we find, that despite the need for this program and despite its successful 
operation, it is being attacked from many sides. 

Of course, this is nothing new. Every effort has been made since the enact- 
ment of Public Law 660 to block appropriations for the grant program. The 
first year the Bureau of the Budget froze the funds for 3 months. Last year 
an attempt was made to kill the appropriation on the floor of the House. We 
stopped that—but only by a narrow margin. 

Now it looks like we have got a new gimmick to contend with—a completely 
mew and cleverly appealing scheme for torpedoing this most vitally needed 
Federal function. This time, apparently, it is to be done under the alluring 
mantles of economy and States rights. 


JOINT FEDERAL-STATE ACTION COMMITTEE 


Last August the President suggested the formation of a committee to study 
the question of Federal aid to the States with a view to determining which of 
the present grant programs could be properly turned over to the States and 
the Federal participation ended. This group, known as the Joint Federal-State 
Action Committee, issued its first progress report on December 5, 1957, and in it 
recommended that Federal grants for sewage treatment plant facilities be ended. 
This recommendation together with certain others will be considered by the 
governors’ conference to be held next May. It has not yet been approved by 
that conference. 
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Apparently this does not make any difference to the President because in his 
fiscal 1959 budget we find the following language regarding the grant program 
under Public Law 660: 

“While this budget recommends continuation of this program at the 1958 level, 
it is expected that by the end of 1959 the Federal Government and the States 
will have had an opportunity to act on the recommendation of the Joint Federal- 
State Action Committee that the States assume this function entirely. There- 
fore, it is anticipated that no funds will be included in the 1960 budget for this 
purpose, should this recommendation be accepted as practicable by the Congress.” 

Mr. Speaker, in considering the practicability of this recommendation the 
Congress should pay close heed to the bases of the recommendation. Let us 
examine the joint committee’s findings, the evidence presented, and see if the 
President’s anticipation is justified. 

The joint committee’s first finding, found on page 35 of the report, was that 
municipalities and private industry, except in certain emergency periods, have 
borne virtually the full costs of waste-treatment construction projects, and out- 
lays for such purposes have grown significantly. 

The first part of this finding is so obvious it could have gone without saying. 
The second is misleading. 

Naturally, prior to the time the Federal Government enters into a particular 
field or activity, local governments and interests have the entire responsibility. 
The important question is what has been the result of municipalities and private 
industry bearing virtually the full cost of waste-treatment construction proj- 
ects? The result, simply, Mr. Speaker, has been the accumulation of a tre- 
mendous backlog of needs in sewage-treatment works construction. 

As of January 1955, the Public Health Service estimated that the cost of 
municipal pollution-abatement needs for 1955-56 was $3.49 billion for sewage- 
treatment plants and $1.84 billion for interceptors. This makes a total of $5.33 
billion for the next 10 years. These figures include the cost of building for the 
backlog, replacement for obsolescence, and construction for increased population. 
The table below shows these figures in greater detail: 


Estimated cost of municipal pollution abatement needs (sewage treatment plants 
and interceptors), 1955-65 











Cost for 10-year period 1955-65 
(billions 1954 dollars) 
Iten Description | 
Sewage | Inter- 
treatment) ceptors Total 
plants 
_ ~ 7 oom , 7 a aS 
Backlog of needs as | 1. Communities needing treatment facilities includ- 1.03 | 0. 60 1, 63 
of Jan. 1, 1955, ing places with sewer systems requiring both | 
sewers and treatment (22.7 million population). | j 
2. Communities served by facilities requiring re- 11 | . 03 |} .14 
placement (2.1 million population). | 
3. Communities served by facilities requiring en- 2 1 beware . 7 
largement, addition, or improvement (13.7 mil- | | 
lion population). } 
4. Communities with needs, but type of improve- . 04 | . 02 . 06 
ment undetermined (1.6 million population). | | 
pean 
Total backlog of needs_. 4a) 1, 25 | 65 | 1.90 
Obsolescence, 1955 ate e ; 1, 24 | . 48 1,72 
65. | 
New requirements, | 1. Increased needs in presently sewered areas (17.3 . 89 | . 67 | 1.5% 
1955-65. million population). | 
2. Needs in communities having no sewers or treat- | an . 04 | -15 
ment in 1955 but which will develop need in next | 
10 years (1.6 million population). | | 
Total requirements. aaa ae a 1, 00 | 71 | 1.71 
Total cost of municipal pollution abatement 3.49 | 1.84 5. 33 
needs, 1955-65. 
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The chart shows that despite every effort made by local communities, who 
are generally genuinely sincere in their efforts to clean up their water supply, 
they have fallen further and further behind until today, according to latest 
available figures, the total backlog of sewage-treatment plant needs alone 
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amounts to almost $2 billion. Add to that obsolescence and new requirements 
and you have a total 10-year need of $5,330,000,000. 

To meet this need, therefore, the local communities will have to spend at 
the rate of $533 million a year for the next 10 years. They have never come 
close to spending this amount. The average yearly expenditure for treatment- 
plant coustruction, going back as far as 1913, has been $180 million. And that 
is in terms of 1955 dollars. Only once, and that was during the PWA-WPA 
days, did construction keep pace with need—and that only because Federal 
grants were available. 

The claim of the joint committee, Mr. Speaker, that treatment-plant con- 
struction outlays have grown significantly in recent years also requires exam- 
ination. According to the joint committee, the annual dollar volume of waste- 
treatment construction in recent years is as follows: 


Millions 
i ceceagemein Minis $176 
tel cel mae 238 
Te lial cl nena emtalnailiasiiens 282 
a cre lectern 249 
sg ie el deen 393 
I a enter 475 


These amounts, Mr. Speaker, were arrived at by taking the total of sewage- 
treatment works contract awards and raising it by 25 percent. I was unable 
to find anywhere in the report why the total was raised 25 percent, but I am 
sure the joint committee had some reason to do it. For the record, however, 
I would like to show the actual total of sewage-treatment works contract 
awards for the same years as compiled by the Public Health Service, which 
administers this grant program. The actual totals are as follows: 


Millions 
PI Sey startet daa saccade hi ded cde Ae nds hip cak dee caenntermciglin Aun ubtared ditel eesncsed asst twad $137 
eee Deer ey abe er a i at ibe ei 190 
ele eae bee ok th a ed CLS hk eat 228 
Neen en cee enn Ts rneomen ag pine timmaynor a 201 
Prt ae ee es ceva Ja ee ie OG a eo a oe Se ee 354 
i aN No ererlemrie wimindiceiemnes 329 


An examination of either table, Mr. Speaker, shows that despite increases in 
plant construction outlay still enough is not being done and we are continually 
falling behind. It is the joint committee’s contention, however, that the trend 
toward greater expenditures and stimulation in this field began before the 
enactment of the grant provision in Public Law 660 and, therefore, there is no 
real need for the program. 

Mr. Speaker, the joint committee is either trying to deceive us or is just plain 
ignorant of certain facts. Included in the 1956 dollar volume of treatment- 
plant outlays, Mr. Speaker, is a $78-million project completed in that year, after 
being under study and development for the past 30 years, in the Pittsburg met- 
ropolitan area. A project like the Pittsburgh plant comes along once every 10 
to 20 years, but this joint committee includes it to show an increase in treat- 
ment-plant construction. If not for the Pittsburgh project expenditures during 
1956 would have been below the $300 million mark by over $25 million. 

So to begin with the joint committee is basing its trend on a project that comes 
along once every 10 to 20 years. Moreover, the committee fails to point out 
in its report that the rather substantial increase in treatment-plant construction 
for 1957 was the result of Federal stimulation under Public Law 660. Which- 
ever table you follow, the joint committee’s or the Public Health Service's it is 
apparent that during 1957, the first year of operation under the Federal treat- 
ment-plant-construction program, more contract awards for treatment-plant con- 
struction were let than in any single year in our history. From the committee’s 
own figures we actually have the best single argument for the continuation of 
Federal assistance that I have ever seen. Moreover, the increased activity for 
1957 was a result of Federal stimulation amounting to less than $20 million. The 
entire $50 million appropriated was not spent that year. This tremendous jump 
in 1957 was the direct effect of the Federal program. 

I think the question whether this Federal program is helpful was answered 
in the December 1957 issue of Minnesota Municipalities, as follows: 

“The fact is that the existing grant-in-aid program has been a great success. 
Except during PWA days and the period during which the present aid program 
has been in effect, municipalities have never constructed enough sewage-treat- 
ment plants to adequately handle their increasing needs. 
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“Under the present program, while Federal grants accounted for only an esti- 
mated 10 to 12 percent of the total construction outlays in fiscal 1957, the Federal 
program has in effect generated the greatest sewage plant construction program 
in the history of the Nation. 

“Although the aid offered by the Federal Government has been relatively small, 
the program has served to move many crucial local projects off dead center and 
has, as a result, broken the bottlenecks to a more widespread program by getting 
small upstream municipalities to initiate control programs.” 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, the trend is definitely toward greatly expanded treatment- 
plant construction activity, but only because the Federal Government finally 
assumed its share of the responsibility for cleaning up our rivers and streams. 
To reach any other conclusion would be inconsistent with the facts, including 
the very facts presented by the joint committee. 


STATE PROGRAMS EXPAND UNDER FEDERAL AID 


Now let us turn to the second finding, which is: State governments have been 
active in this field for many years, mainly to plan and coordinate statewide 
pollution-control work. This, again, is a well-known fact and tribute should 
be paid to the Nation’s public health officers and State pollution-control activity 
officials who have devoted so much of their time and effort to what is more often 
than not a thankless task. I worked closely with these State people during the 
writing of what is now Public Law 660. I know how active they have been 
and I know the handicaps under which they have been forced to work in the 
past. 

Originally, Mr. Speaker, the administration asked for $2 million yearly Federal 
grants over a 5-year period to assist the States in expanding and operating 
their water pollution-control programs. A conference of State health officers 
held here in Washington agreed that $2 million was inadequate for Federal as- 
sistance to 53 State and Territorial water pollution-control agencies plus several 
interstate agencies to carry out effectively the purposes of the bill. So the 
executive committee of the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers 
urged that the amount be increased to $5 million, and that amount was approved 
by the House. In conference it was cut to $3 million, which is now in the 
law. 

These Federal grants are needed to stimulate State activity in the pollution- 
control field. Federal program grants under section 5 of Public Law 660 ac- 
celerate not only State programs but State financial support as well. HExperi- 
ence under the original Pollution Control Act, Public Law 845 of the 80th 
Congress, proves this point conclusively. 


State water pollution-control program expenditures (with breakdown as to 
source of funds) 








i. } 
Year Total State Federal 
| funds grant 
1 

Ns os tenses neh mecde eee ene ee eee $3, 088, 097 | $2, 286, 941 $845, 519 
Pe cC SOG; cc eels ken cbdbe alban bale daiides ce ee | 3,799, 805 2, 993, 322 815, 313 
Ws 6b ide citasishiasnbitancaideetckdstawendendciiesnidaahies | 4, 785, 514 4, 016, 580 768, 934 
Tit dines o dieeriannaohcaiehie cin iertdinneman tamhiase ae | 8,912,404 | 3, 912, 404 | 0 
Deion oe ile ing te te ee eee ete Coen oe | 3,989,257 | 3,989, 257 | 0 
ise ili ke a ae eee | 14,000,000 1 4,000, 000 0 
ei itinidhatbeitslis.s dejnstbamindamaibidiascdides shed eee dean | 1 4, 000, 000 1 4, 000, 000 0 











1 Estimated. 


It is obvious what happened under the old law. From 1950 to 1952, when 
Federal program grants, as distinguished from construction grants, were avail- 
able, State expenditures showed a definite increase. Then, from 1953 on, when 
the Federal grants were discontinued, State activity remained static at the 
plateau reached in 1952, the last year of Federal grants. The Federal stimulant 
and incentive was taken away, and State activity, which had been on a steady 
rise, leveled off. 

With the enactment of Public Law 660 in 1956 the increase in State activity 
began again. Although actual expenditures are not yet available, budgeted 
figures show that in 1957 the total spent on State pollution-control programs 
was $6,926,739, of which the Federal Government contributed $1,937,107 and the 
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States $4,989,632—almost $1 million more than they are estimated to have spent 
the year before and for the 3 preceding years before that. In 1958 it is predicted 
that a total of $8,331,243 will be spent by State pollution-control agencies. Of 
this amount $5,531,232 will be purely State funds, with the Federal Government 
contributing the balance of $2,709,128. Again, over a million and a half dollars 
increase in State activity as a direct result of the Federal-grant program which 
has served as a stimulant to the States to accelerate their own programs. 

These State programs are the backbone of any really effective pollution-con- 
trol program. As former Assistant Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
Roswell Perkins said before our subcommittee: 

“In the final analysis, pollution control is achieved through State action to 
bring about construction of needed treatment works. For this reason, is is 
essential that the States be adequately equipped to do the job. In recent years, 
the rapid increase and concentration of industry, and the continuing growth of 
urban areas, have thrust enormous pollution problems on many States. Some 
States have expanded their programs to meet the growing problem. On the other 
hand, many State water-pollution-control agencies are inadequately supported. 
For example, in 32 States annual appropriations for water-pollution control in 
1954-55 were less than $50,000; 23 of these States provided less than $30,000 a 
year, 

“The inadequacy of the support of water-pollution-control activities is par- 
ticularly significant in those States now experiencing large-scale industrial 
expansion, with the attendant urban development. The type of assistance pro- 
vided for in these bills would be especially important to these States. 

“Rounding out our assistance to State programs is the provision of expert 
consulting assistance on complex problems due to new types of pollution. The 
central staff of consultants at our Taft center is available to assist all the States 
on problems, which although they occur throughout the country, do not occur 
frequently in any one State. 

Thus, the second finding of the joint committee, Mr. Speaker, told us nothing 
we did not already know, while leaving out the all-important fact that Federal 
financial assistance has a definite and accelerating effect on State pollution- 
control activities. 

STATE FINANCIAL AIDS INADEQUATE 


The third finding of the committee is that some State governments provide 
financial incentives to municipalities and industry for waste-treatment projects. 
It lists 11, all together: California, Maine, Maryland, New Hampshire, New 
Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Vermont. 

An examination of these State-grant programs shows: 

1. The programs in Maine and Maryland were directly stimulated by enact- 
ment of Public Law 660 and are predicated on the existence of that act. 

2. In addition to the programs in Maine and Maryland, the programs in 
New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio, and Vermont were all enacted after the 
passage of Public Law 660. 

3. Most of the programs provide exceedingly small amounts of money making 
their effectiveness questionable. The California program, for instance, pro- 
viding a $1 million fund for loans pales to insignificance when you consider 
that last year total contract awards for treatment plants in the State amounted 
to close to $60 million. In New Mexico the legislature appropriated $150,000 
for 2 years. Last year New Mexico was spending at the rate of over $1 million 
for treatment-plant construction. While these are all worthy and commendable 
programs, and the States inaugurating them should be praised, they are not 
nearly enough to get the job done even in the State involved, much less con- 
sidering the fact that the great and overwhelming majority of States have 
no such program at all. 

A few States, Mr. Speaker, New Hampshire, North Carolina, Virginia, and 
Wisconsin, have enacted legislation providing financial assistance to industries 
for waste-treatment construction. These acts provide merely for accelerated 
amortization for tax purposes of industrial treatment facilities or they exempt 
industrial treatment facilities from local taxation. They are few in number 
and limited in scope. 

It is perfectly obvious that while some States do provide financial assistance 
to their communities and industries, the overwhelming majority of them make 
no provision for such assistance and, for all intents and purposes, the financial 
responsibility for constructing treatment plants, without Federal aid, rests 
squarely on the hard-pressed cities and towns throughout the country. 
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MEANINGLESS FINDINGS DO NOT JUSTIFY CONCLUSIONS 


The joint committee’s fourth finding is that the Public Health Service pro- 
vides technical assistance to State and interstate agencies, and through them on 
request to communities and industries. To which I say only, “They had better 
be.” That is what the law tells them to do, and if the Public Health Service 
were not doing what this joint committee found it was doing then an investi- 
gation of some sort would be in order. Mr. Speaker, of what significance is 
this fourth finding? How in the world can a finding that a Federal agency is 
doing what the law directs it to do lead to the conclusion and holding that 
Federal assistance to the communities for treatment-plant construction should 
be discontinued? 

The meaningless nature of the findings carry over to the fifth, as well. Al- 
most as if they were making some sort of discovery, the joint committee finds 
that beginning in fiscal 1957, Federal grants were made to local governments 
to aid in municipal sewage-treatment-plant construction, a field previously 
reserved primarily to State and local government. 

I wonder which definition of “find” fits this finding. According to Webster ‘to 
find” is defined, first, to meet with, or light upon, accidentally; hence to fall 
in with, as a person; or, second, to come upon by seeking or by effort. I do not 
know how much effort or seeking it took to find out that since fiscal 1957 there 
has been a Federal grant program to assist communities in the construction of 
municipal treatment plants. But I know for sure that the joint committee did 
not light upon that fact accidentally because that is the program they were 
after in the first place. 

But to call this a finding does a disservice to the word itself. Upon finding 
it to exist, this joint committee recommends that the construction program 
under Public Law 660 be eliminated. That is about the extent of it. They 
had to find that it existed before they could recommend its discontinuance and 
that is the reason, it seems, for the fifth finding. 


SIXTH FINDING GOOD ARGUMENT FOR CONTINUATION OF GRANTS 


Going to the sixth finding, we find a further example of how the committee 
states a fact as a finding, trying to leave the implication, at least, that this 
is a reason for discontinuing the grant program. The sixth finding, however, 
might backfire on them. Actually, it is a good argument for the program—not 
against it. The finding is that Federal grants will account for an estimated 
10 to 12 percent of total construction outlays in 1958; this percentage will 
decline as local governments increase their construction programs to meet grow- 
ing waste-treatment requirements in the years ahead. 

To the committee this is a finding to justify the repeal of the program. To 
me it is an argument for its continuation. 

It is true that Federal grants account for only about 10 to 12 percent of the 
total treatment-plant-construction outlay and that this percentage will decline 
as local governments increase their construction programs. This finding, that 
the Federal share is so small, leads to the seventh finding which is that the 
States can, therefore, absorb the cost. But we will get to that later. First, let 
us see why the Federal share is only 10 or 12 percent and why it will decline 
with increased local expenditures. 

Under the existing program $50 million a year is made available to the local 
communities. The grants are limited to 30 percent of the cost of the project or 
$250,000, whichever is smaller. When a large and expensive project is approved 
for a $250,000 grant, the ratio of the Federal contribution to the local outlay 
is bound to be reduced. Many of these projects cost well over a million, and 
some much more. 

As a result, Mr. Speaker, the percentage of Federal participation has been 
low. But, the important thing to remember is that this low percentage of Fed- 
eral participation has stimulated tremendous local participation. When we 
build interstate highways at a 90-10 Federal-local ratio nobody complains. But 
when it comes to investing in clean water at an unbelievably favorable 10-90 
Federal-local ratio, it is called an unwise program. Where else does the Federal 
Government get such a good return on its grant dollar? Considering only the 
projects constructed under the program itself the ratio is running about 5 to 1— 
local over Federal. And for the overall construction program containing proj- 
ects both with and without Federal aid the ratio is 9 to 1—local over Federal. 
What better return for our investment could we ask? 





36 AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


The fact that the percentage of the Federal grant to the total national outlay 
will decline as local outlays increase is as obvious as the nose on a fourth-grade 
man student’s face. With a constant Federal share, as dictated by law, and 
an ever-increasing local participation stimulated by that Federal share, the 
percentage of such Federal share must decrease. The fact, Mr. Speaker, that 
the Federal percentage will decrease is not a reason to scrap the program but to 
continue it on as a good investment. This rather interesting finding No. 6 is 
one of the best arguments I have seen in favor of the continuation of the Fed- 
eral-grant program under Public Law 660. 


FEDERAL PROGRAM SHOULD BE INCREASED, NOT CUT 


Now we come to the seventh, and final, finding of the joint committee. This 
committee found that the Federal sewage-treatment plant construction grants 
are relatively small in terms of costs of needed projects and could easily be 
absorbed by the States. The first part of the sentence is exactly what I have 
been saying ever since we enacted Public Law 660. My original proposal called 
for twice what is now contained in the law, but we had to settle for the existing 
program due to incessant opposition from the administration and certain other 
forces. Time and time again I have said, “Fifty million is not enough. We 
need at least $100 million a year for 10 years to do the job right.” I am happy 
the committee agrees that $50 million a year for 10 years is a relatively small 
amount. But we part company there. Because it is small, says the committee, 
we can get rid of it. That is a rather interesting way of looking at things. The 
way I see it, if the amount is small and the needs large the answer is to in- 
crease the amount. The logic of the committee’s approach escapes me. It re- 
minds me of 2 man with 6 children but money enough to feed only 3. Follow- 
ing the committee’s logic, his solution is to let them all starve. 

The second part of the finding does not seem to jibe with the facts. We are 
asked to believe that since the Federal grants are so small they could readily be 
absorbed by the States. “Readily” is an interesting word. Here it is 1958 al- 
ready and only 11 States have grant programs of their own. Most of these 
are of rather recent origin and two of them ‘are directly tied to the Federal- 
grant program. I might say with the exception of Pennsylvania the only effec- 
tive State financial-aid programs are predicated on the Federal aid provided for 
in Public Law 660. 

To say now, after less than 2 years of experience under the act, that the States 
will readily absorb the Federal contribution overlooks the fact that the reason 
we enacted section 6 in the first place is the fact that through the years the 
States have not assumed their responsibilities in this field and therefore the 
Congress was obliged to take action to preserve a vital and precious natural 
resource—water. 

Wishing will not make it so. Nor will merely saying the States will do some- 
thing result in their doing it. Past experience has proved the need for some 
form of Federal stimulation. Present experience is proving the rather limited 
Federal program is filling that need to a far greater extent than ever thought 
possible. 

WATER A NATIONAL PROBLEM 


From these seven findings, Mr. Speaker, the joint committee hold that local 
waste-treatment facilities are primarily a local concern and their construction 
should be primarily a local or State financial responsibility. Now primarily 
under Public Law 660, the construction of waste-treatment facilities is definitely 
a local financial responsibility. In the first section of the act itself Congress 
declares it “to be the policy of Congress to recognize, preserve, and protect the 
primary responsibilities and rights of the States in preventing and controlling 
water pollution, to support and aid technical research relating to the prevention 
and control of water pollution, and to provide Federal technical services and 
financial aid to State and interstate agencies and to municipalities in connection 
with the prevention and control of water pollution.” So the committee is doing 
nothing more than restating the declared policy of Congress in this regard. And 
nothing in Public Law 660 detracts from that primary local responsibility in 
any way. 

The construction phase of the Federal pollution program is dependent on local 
responsibility. The municipalities intiate action through that State pollution- 
control agencies who must approve each and every application for a Federal 
grant. These State agencies are given the responsibility of establishing a prior- 
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ity list so that the most important projects in each State are sure to receive a 
Federal. grant from the limited funds available. The local communities make 
all the arrangements, do all the work, and put up, as the committee itself points 
out, 90 percent of the money. If this is not primarily local responsibility, I 
cannot imagine what is. 

B ysaying that the responsibility for the construction of waste-treatment fa- 
cilities is primarily local, it does not follow ipso facto that the problem is exclu- 
sively a State and local problem. Far from it. It is also a national problem 
and therefore a national responsibility. The day is past when we can accept a 
purely local view on water-resources problems. 

Neither stream pollution itself nor the construction of the treatment plants to 
clean it up can be considered purely local in character. The problem is a national 
problem. Its solution, while primarily the responsibility of State and local gov- 
ernments, requires Federal assistance. Under the construction grant section of 
Public Law 660, the Federal Government is doing nothing more than assuming 
its share of responsibility in solving a national problem. 

Not only does the joint committee take the position, following its seven findings, 
that treatment plant construction financing is a local concern, but it says 
further that “should communities require additional financing, the funds should 
be forthcoming from the State governments on a loan or grant basis as the 
States may determine.” There is no question Mr. Speaker, but that they require 
additional financing. The record is replete with the fact that they do require 
such financing and this is tacitly admitted by the committee itself in taking 
the position that the State governments should assit the communities in the 
financing of the necessary construction. 


EXPERTS CITE NEED FOR FEDERAL AID 


And finally, Mr. Speaker, the committee takes the position that there is no 
evidence to demonstrate the continuing need for the present Federal subsidy 
of an essentially local responsibility. It is simply amazing that this committtee 
should take this position after a very short period of study during which it could 
not possibly become fully acquainted with the problem of water pollution and 
its control. This group, echoing the false charges of the NAM and the Chamber 
of Commerce, finds there is no need in an area where the recognized experts 
in that area find a very crucial and vital need. This committee flies in the face 
of all the evidence available and without citing one fact to sustain its position, 
maintains there is no need. 

The committee is in disagreement with the Public Health Service which admin- 
isters this program. Mr. Gordon E. McCallum, Chief of the water supply and 
water pollution program of the Division of Sanitary Engineering Service of the 
Public Health Service, in an article published in Water Engineering, pointed 
out that the Nation’s pollution abatement needs will total $5.3 billion for the 
next 10 years. Earlier, Mr. Speaker, I discussed this same point and I refer 
you again to the table showing the backlog of needs, the obsolescence and new 
requirements. It is obvious that despite great local effort these needs were not 
being met prior to the enactment of Public Law 660. 

We have seen that it is the committee’s contention that the trend toward 
greatly accelerated local activity began before the enactment of Public Law 
660 and therefore there is no need to continue the Federal grant program whose 
main purpose is to stimulate such local activity. I have already pointed out 
the fact that the evidence this committee uses to establish its trend are both 
false and misleading. As further proof of this we find that since the enactment 
of Public Law 660-an increasing number of States have registered record treat- 
ment-plant construction activity. In a survey recently completed it was shown 
that the number of States in which a record amount of treatment-plant con- 
struction was begun has greatly increased since the enactment of Public Law 660. 
In 1952, 4 States had a record construction year. They were Delaware, Massa- 
chusetts, Mississippi, and South Dakota. In 1953, 5 States had a record year— 
New Mexico, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, and Wyoming. In 1954, only 3 States— 
Arkansas, New Jersey, and New York. In 1955, again 4 States—Michigan, New 
Hampshire, South Carolina, and West Virginia. 

Then, suddenly, in 1956, following the enactment of Public Law 660, the 
number of States having a record treatment-plant construction year jumped 
to 183—Alabama, Colorado, District of Columbia, Idaho, Indiana, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Nevada, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont, and 
Virginia. Finally last year, as the impetus of the Federal program really began 
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to be felt, 19 States had a record year—Arizona, California, Connecticut, Georgia, 
Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Maine, ‘Maryland, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Ne- 
braska, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin. An 
impressive record, Mr. Speaker, and every indication points to another record 
year for an aver-increasing number of States in 1958 and beyond. And if this 
keeps up for another 8 years under Public Law 660, and there is no reason to 
believe it will not, by 1966 we will have solved the municipal pollution problem in 
this country. That’s what has happened with this small Federal program, which 
this committee recommends be scrapped. 

Another group of experts, Mr. Speaker, disagrees with the committee on the 
question of need. He have already seen that the Public Health Service which 
administers the program on the Federal level disagrees. The men who ad- 
minister it on the State level also disagree. The Association of State and Ter- 
ritorial Health Officers at its annual conference last November 3-8 adopted 
a resolution favoring a continuance of this program. This association is com- 
posed of the chief health officers in all the States and Territories—men de- 
voted to the task of protecting the health of the Nation. These are the men 
who administer the program on the State level and their resolution citing the 
need for the continuation of the program is as follows: 


“Resolution 4: Federal grants for water pollution control 


“Whereas the Federal sewage treatment works construction program has 
been a highly satisfactory joint municipal, State, and Federal endeavor, achiev- 
ing the goals set forth by the 84th Congress in Public Law 660 in abating water 
pollution ; and 

“Whereas the increased activity in sewage treatment plant construction due 
to the program has been materially aided in the abatement of pollution prob- 
lems throughout the Nation; and 

“Whereas there still continues to be a serious water pollution problem 
amenable to relief by Federal grants, and 

“Whereas this program, while primarily designed to provide more adequate 
sewage treatment facilities has also exerted and continues to exert a significant 
influence upon the improvement of the quality of the Nation’s water supply, 
and 

“Whereas this program is contributing significantly to the betterment of 
interstate relations, health, and recreational facilities of the people of this 
country, and 

“Whereas continuation of this construction grant program will eventually 
eliminate the pollution problem in this country in the time specified by the 
84th Congress : Now, therefore, be it 


“Resolved by the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers at its 
annual mecting with the Surgeon Gencral, assembled, November 3-8, 1957, 


That Federal grants for the water pollution control program be continued up 
to the total amount authorized under the terms of Public Law 660, 84th Con- 
gress ; and be it further 

“Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the Surgeon Gen- 
eral, to the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and to appropriate congressional committees concerned with such legislation.” 

This same group, by the way, during the hearings on the bill in 1956 opposed 
the grant section out of a fear that it would delay rather than stimulate con- 
struction. It is a tribute to the administration of the program by the Pub- 
lic Health Service that the State health officers now reverse their position and 
support the program. 

Another group which most certainly qualifies as experts in this field because 
they deal daily with the problems of municipal pollution are the Nation’s 
mayors. Through their organization, the American Municipal Association, they 
have come out in favor, not only of a continuation of the program, but its 
acceleration to 100 million a year. 

Federal, State, and local officials, Mr. Speaker, who work daily with this 
pollution problem, who know firsthand the needs and requirements, are prac- 
tically unanimous in their disagreement with the committee’s contention that 
there is no need for a continuation of this program. 

Private interests, also, interested in the quality of the Nation’s rivers and 
streams, also support the program and cite the need for its continuance. 

The Nation’s conservationists have been in the forefront of the fight for 
clean streams. Fifty million outdoor recreationists who look to water for 
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relaxation believe there is a need for this program. The Izaak Walton League 
favors doubling Federal appropriations for treatment plant construction. 

As League President William H. Pringle pointed out recently: 

“Operating as a strictly voluntary program and recognizing that the demand 
for pollution control and most of the financing must come from the grassroots, 
the Federal Aid to Water Pollution Control Act has proved so popular with 
local and State public health and pollution control experts that a great backlog 
of requests for cooperative local-State-Federal projects has piled up.” 

Sharply disagreeing with the conclusions of the joint committee, Mr. Pringle 
added: 

“No citizen organization has had a more constructive record of pollution con- 
trol activity than the Izaak Walton League. We've worked since the early 
twenties to bring a stop to the pollution of the Nation’s water resources. 
We've made good progress, but we all have been hampered by lack of a 
uniform national pollution control policy and program. We have that now, 
and we have no intention of seeing it abandoned in the misguided name of 
economy or of returning Federal powers to the States. 

“It has proved to be the most effective single piece of pollution control 
legislation ever passed by Congress and is a heartening example of voluntary 
cooperation by local, State, and Federal Government to combat a broad, public 
evil. The Izaak Walton League will fight with vigor and unity at local, State, 
and National level to assure continuation of the program and will seek increased 
appropriations in order that completion of the job can be assured within a 
reasonable period.” 

In short, Mr. Speaker, experts at all levels of Government and private inter- 
ests disagree with the joint committee’s position that there is no need to con- 
tinue the program. 


COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDATIONS MISLEAD PUBLIC 


From its findings and position the joint committee recommends the following 
action: 

“The Joint Federal-State Action Committee recommends that the President 
request Congress to take necessary action to discontinue construction grants 
for local waste-treatment facilities. 

“The committee recommends, therefore, that the governors request the State 
legislatures to— 

““(a) Provide such financial assistance for waste-treatment facilities as 
may be necessary ; 

“(b) Strengthen, as needed, State water-pollution-control programs 
as they relate to both municipal and industrial wastes ; 

“(c) Improve municipal capacity to raise funds to finance waste-treat- 
ment works.” 

The committee is asking the States to do that which the great majority of 
them have never done before. It recommends the return to the day when 
Federal aid for treatment-plant construction was not available to the local 
governments, causing the great backlog of needs to build up to the danger point. 
We must face the fact that because of the tremendous demand on the local and 
State tax dollar treatment-plant construction finds it hard to compete with 
such more attractive activities and projects as roads, airports, hospitals, parks, 
and other municipal improvement projects. Let us face it. About the last thing 
people think about or spend money on is sewage. By the time the local tax dollar 
has gone around for the more attractive projects, many of which receive Federal? 
aid, there is nothing left for a treatment plant. If we remove Federal aid now, 
we relegate the construction of these projects to the bottom of the financial totem 
pole once again, a position it has maintanied for many years, considering the 
terriffic backlog of needs where has built up. 

As a substitute for the incentive provided by Federal grants under Public 
Law 660 the joint committee dangles before the governors of each State the 
prospects of a new-found source of State revenues—namely, 40 percent of the 
money collected by the Federal Government on local telephone-service taxes. 
The committee’s recommendation for action regarding local telephone-service 
taxes is as follows: 

“The Joint Federal-State Action Committee believes that the local telephone- 
service tax is a logical revenue source for State and local governments. It 
recommends, therefore, that the Federal tax on local telephone service be changed 
so as to provide a 40-percent tax credit to those States enacting a 4-percent local 
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telephone tax, not counting taxes already levied prior to the adopttion of the 
credit device. This would mean that the Federal liability under the local tele- 
phone-service tax would be discharged to the extent of 40 percent for any tax- 
payer paying this amount of tax to his State government. At the end of 5 years 
the Federal levy should be reduced 4 percentage points automatically. 

“The Joint Federal-State Action Committee recommends that: 

“1. The President request Congress to take necessary action to provide up to 
a 40-percent Federal tax credit against the Federal local telephone-service tax 
for States enacting or increasing such taxes, the credit arrangement to last 
for 5 years, at which time the Federal tax will automatically be reduced by 4 
percentage points. 

“2. The governors and the legislatures of the several States take necessary 
steps to avail themselves of this additional revenue source.” 

According to the committee, an estimated $370 million will be collected in 
fiscal year 1958 by the Federal Government from local telephone service taxes. 
Forty percent of that—or close to $150 million—will be made available to the 
States under the joint committee’s plan. Superficially this may be a rather 
tempting offer. But, Mr. Speaker, nowhere in the report could I find the ‘basis 
for an assurance that the return of such funds would guarantee their use for 
pollution control or treatment plant construction. Without such an assurance 
it seems strange that the joint committee would recommend the ouright repeal 
of the Federal treatment plant grant program before it could be determined 
that the activity would actually be assumed by the States, And, stranger, indeed 
that the President would include this recommendation in his budget even before 
the full governors’ conference acted on it. 

This idea of simultaneous reduction of grants and taxes has been considered 
before. One of the most blue ribbon of all the President’s blue ribbon com- 
mittees—the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations—considered this same 
proposition and reported the following : 

“The Commission has explored the suggestion that States would be assisted 
by a simultaneous reduction in Federal grants and certain Federal taxes. This 
approach would be inadequate in the current situation, since grants serve an 
essential purpose by assisting in the support of specific functional programs. 
Moreover, any general or selective reduction or repeal of Federal grants coupled 
with an equivalent reduction in Federal taxes would intensify the fiscal prob- 
lems of the lower-income States, which would lose far more in grants than they 
would gain in taxes. On the other hand, a tax cut of sufficient magnitude to 
indemnify fully every State would result in a total loss of Federal revenue 
that would far exceed the grant reductions. 

“An alternative would be to reduce grants to the richer States and increase 
grants to the poorer. But since the purpose of grant programs is to stimulate 
and support particular activities in which there is deemed to be an important 
national interest, the question would arise as to whether the national interest 
would be fulfilled if changes of this kind were made. 

“Then, too, it cannot be assumed that taxes surrendered by the National 
Government would be fully utilized by either State or local governments. For 
example, recent experience with the Federal admissions tax (which was cut 
two-thirds in 1954) is inconclusive but not reassuring, despite the fact that its 
suitability for local use has often been stressed.” 

Moreover, Mr. Speaker, a close examination of this tax-rebate concept shows 
it is simply not designed to cope with the pollution-control problem—or any 
other, for that matter. The joint committee’s implication that under their 
proposal such activities as pollution-facilities construction would be continued at 
its present level is a deliberate attempt to deceive and mislead the American 
people. The implication simply cannot be justified by the facts. 

The Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations of the House Committee 
on Government Operations has prepared detailed tables showing the short- 
comings of the joint committee’s telephone tax-rebate proposal. The subcommit- 
tee has been studying this problem and under the chairmanship of the able gen- 
ftleman from North Carolina [Mr. Fountain] has contributed greatly to the 
study of this serious problem. On February 18 the subcommittee heard testi- 
mony from the cochairmen of the joint committee and are currently closely 
studying the joint committee’s report. 

Table I below, prepared by the subcommittee, shows the distribution of tele- 
phones and local telephone-service revenues per capital in calendar year 1956, 
by State. 
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TABLE I.—Telephone service in the United States, distribution of telephones and 
local service revenues per capita in calendar year 1956, by State 

















| Total Percent Total Percent 
| tele- house- Local tele- house- Local 
phones | holds service | phones holds | service 
State | per 100 with revenues State per 100 with revenues 
| popula- tele- per | popula- tele- per 
tion ! phone | capita? || | tion! phone capita 2 
service ' | \| service ! 
prereset lS 
Alabama.........- 19. 86 | 50 | $12.71 || Nebraska 34. 32 79 $19. 27 
Bisco onienst 27.17 55 | 22.76 || Nevada 33. 59 | 55 25. 09 
Arkansas..........| 18. 21 42 | 11.22 || New Hampshire...| 32. 64 75 20. 06 
California....-- 44. 07 85 33. 54 || New Jersey | 44.06 | 91 26. 28 
Colorado..........-| 37. 56 77 24.90 || New Mexico--. 25.17 | 53 16. 64 
Connecticut... 48. 01 98 | 25.51 || New York , 46. 07 | 87 36. 60 
Delaware | 44,14 84 | 23.04 || North Carolina... 19. 64 50 11.01 
District of Colum | North Dakota. .-.-_-| 23. 66 | 67 | 13. 83 
Bose . 64. 78 87 41.40 || Ohio__. | 37. 98 | 83 22. 86 
Florida . 34. 34 66 19.79 |; Oklahoma. - 32. 66 70 | 19. 68 
Georgia. 23. 69 56 14.20 || Oregon... | 34. 97 | 74 | 22. 91 
Idaho-. 29. 43 69 | 19. 13 Pennsylvania. | 38. 68 85 | 20. 97 
Illinois... 40. 93 | 82 | 30.41 || Rhode Island | 35. 85 | 78 24. 59 
Indiana 34, 88 78 | 20. 38 || South Carolina. 17. 22 | 44 9. 88 
Iowa 36, 21 87 17.32 || South Dakota- ----| 26. 36 66 14. 23 
Kansas | 35. 69 79 | 19. 59 || ‘Tennessee - - - - - 25.91 | 63 15, 14 
Kentucky... .- 21.19 | 53 12.82 || Texas... 30. 38 65 20. 22 
Louisiana 26. 69 | 65 | 16. 79 Utal.... | 34. 68 79 19. 43 
Maine 29. 33 | 70 19.08 || Vermont... | 30.00 | 7 18. 11 
Maryland__. 36. 38 77 | 25, 36 || Virginia... al 28. 35 | 65 17. 51 
Massachusetts. 41.14 91 28.69 || Washington---.-_-. 37, 41 | 80 25. 66 
Michigan 36. 92 | 84 24. 06 West Virginia...-. 22. 67 | 57 13. 45 
Minnesota | 35.16 | 83 19.55 || Wisconsin | 34.02 | 80 18. 91 
Mississippi-. 15. 29 | 39 | 9.77 || Wyoming... | 33.07 | 69 17.74 
Missouri : 33. 99 | 73 | 21. 83 -— rr 
Montana. ....- 32. 36 | 71 | 16.36 || United States 35. 45 | 76 | 23. 23 
| | | | 





! Estimated by American Telephone & Telegraph Co., as of Jan. 1, 1957. 
2 Estimated by Federal Communications Commission, 


You will note from the table that the total telephones per 100 population, the 
percent of households with telephone service, and the local service revenues per 
capita vary widely from State to State, contrary to the joint committee’s finding 
that telephone service is uniformly distributed over the country. 

Regarding total telephones per 100 population we find a high of 48.01 in Con- 
necticut and a low of 15.29 in Mississippi. We find 98 percent of the house- 
holds in Connecticut with phone service—the Nation’s high—but only 39 percent 
in Mississippi—with the wide range between. And the same wide range holds 
for local service revenues per capita—the basis on which the tax is collected— 
from $36.60 in New York to $9.77 in Mississippi. 

Yet the joint committee maintains the telephone tax is widely and uniformly 
distributed over the country—not concentrated in a few States. What it fails 
to point out, however, is that the highest income level States will receive far 
more in tax rebates than they now receive in Federal grants for pollution con- 
trol and vocational rehabilitation, while the lowest income States will receive 
far less. Table II shows exactly what will happen under the joint committee’s 
plan. 
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TasBLe II1.—Comparison of yield from 4 percent tax on local telephone service 
and Federal grants for vocational education and waste-treatment-facilities 
construction, for selected States 


| Federal grants (in thousands) 
Yield from 














4 percent | 
| taxon | | Vocational education Waste 
States ranked by income level ! | local tele- co ee te Sie 
phone ment fa- 
| service (in| Total Practical cilities 
thou- | | Older pro- | nursing | construc- 
sands) ? | grams’ j/and fishery} tion 5 
| | trades ¢ 
| 
10 highest: 
mpelawene (92,808) ............-..-..-----5 $400 | $539 | $165 $24 $350 
Connecticut ($2,673) .....-.............-.. i 2, 200 979 | 315 36 628 
New Jersey ($2,443)......-------- paeeteiiae 5, 800 1, 838 | 644 | 80 1,114 
Calter 62,419)... ........---......-.- 16, 300 3, 893 1, 620 | 220 | 2, 053 
ATID os ction sadennasecernece | 200 | 495 | 151 | 18 326 
RS 22, 500 | 5, 056 | 2,070 | 236 2, 750 
RE ED bith Cuban cae nnneccasnhai 11, 000 | 3, 383 1, 461 | 169 1, 753 
Massachusetts ($2,206) .............-.---- } 5, 500 | 1, 865 | 638 | 90 1, 137 
Michigan ($2,156)........-------- wh a 6,800 | 2) 712 | 1, 182 | 140 1; 390 
a lati cata eer eeintnne we ninpnigiaees 7,900 | 3, 305 | 1, 478 | 174 1, 653 
10 lowest: 
NE NEN ois cw ewcdcuconwcsscene | 800 | 2, 116 826 | 110 1, 180 
I id, vais sn dcceececsscunen 800 | 1, 789 657 84 1, 048 
South Carolina ($1,133)_............----- | 900 | 1, 735 656 84 995 
nnn canenescanasmsal 1, 500 | 2, 162 | 898 | 114 1, 150 
North Carolina ($1,305)_-........--..--- 1, 900 | 2, 727 1, 288 | 168 1, 271 
Tennessed ($1,317). .........---.-...----- 2, 000 | 2, 214 | 958 | 120 1, 136 
Kentarks ($1,300..........---.....___._ 1, 600 | 2, 089 | 908 | 114 1, 067 
South Dakota ($1,330)_---.----.__----__- 400 | 944 | 253 | 30 661 
North Dakota ($1,365) ......-..--.......- | 300 | 991 | 257 | 31 703 
IE TI i 3ihi 6 seis cae own pneeone 1, 900 | 2, 225 | 964 | 123 | 1, 138 
Total, all 48 States_...............-.--- | 148,000 | 84,468} 33,179 | 4,228 | 47,061 
| | 1 


i Based So capita personal income, 1956, shown in parentheses. 

2 Estima by joint Federal-State action committee, fiscal year 1958. 

8 Expenditures for fiscal year 1956. Older programs include agriculture, home economics, trades and 
industry, and distributive occupations. 

4 Allotments for fiscal year 1958. 

5 Allotments for fiscal year 1957. 


Source: All expenditure figures from joint Federal-State action committee, progress report No. 1, De- 
cember 1957. Income data from U. 8. Department of Commerce. Prepared by Intergovernmental 
Relations Subcommittee, U. 8S. House of Representatives. 


Note that all but 2 of the 10 highest income States (Delaware and Nevada) 
will receive far more in tax rebates than they now do in the form of Federal 
grants for pollution control and vocational rehabilitation; 2 of the programs 
the joint committee recommends be returned to the States. 

By the same token, each of the 10 lowest income States will receive less in 
rebates than they now do in grants for these programs. It is just a case of the 
rich getting richer and the poor getting poorer. It is unfair and unjust to ask 
these lower income States to suffer even greater financial hardships while 
turning over to the wealthier States a windfall in tax rebates. 

It would be different, Mr. Speaker, if these low income States were not put- 
ting forth adequate effort to meet their needs. The fact is, they are. The 
average fiscal effort of the States is 7.5 percent, which represents the ratio of 
State and local taxes to personal income with the State. 

We find, from a table prepared by the Library of Congress and which 
appeared on page 9306 of the Congressional Record of June 26, 1957, that only 
4 of the 10 highest income States were above this average effort. At the same 
time, 7 of the 10 lowest income States were above the national average. 

There is no question but that the Nation’s lower income States are making a 
valiant effort to meet their responsibilities, but the lack of funds makes it 
impossible for them to do without Federal aid in certain fields. Yet these are 
the States which would suffer most under the joint committee’s proposal. 

Last October, Mr. Speaker, labor’s Economic Review published by AFL-CIO 
saw the danger inherent in the joint committee’s plan and pointed out: 

“In the first place, lower income States that now receive the largest propor- 
tionate share of the Federal grants cannot possibly recoup their losses by levy- 
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ing the taxes that Washington would relinquish. Only the wealthiest States— 
that need aid least-—would benefit from this callous States’ rights scheme. 

“This proposal would restore the uncivilized and outmoded concept that only 
those who can pay the price deserve decent public services. It would curtail or 
completely eliminate school lunches, vocational training, assistance for the aged, 
and many other important services in precisely those States in which family 
incomes are the lowest and, therefore, their needs are most acute. The slight 
progress already achieved toward raising minimum standards would be 
reversed. 

“Secondly, it cannot be taken for granted that these services would continue 
as in the past, even in the States that are better off. The absence of the stim- 
ulus of Federal matching grants would strengthen the powerful reactionary 
bloc in the State legislatures that always fights adequate appropriations to 
meet public needs. There can be little doubt that even in the more prosperous 
States many civilian service programs—now encouraged largely by the existence 
of Federal aids—would be watered down or ended.” 

The net effect of the joint committee’s plan, Mr. Speaker, would result in the 
Federal Government giving up $148 million of revenue in exchange for an 
assumption by the States, however nebulous, of $85.5 million in grants—a net 
loss of $62.5 million to the Treasury. And without 1 cent of tax reduction for 
the people. 


ACCELERATED CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM NEEDED TO HELP COMBAT RECESSION 


Mr. Speaker, because of the great need for enough water of the right quality, 
pollution control is a vital and necessary function of government, at all levels. 
The Federal Government has a definite responsibility which it is now fulfilling 
under Public Law 660. The Federal Government could and should be doing 
even more, however, especially in light of the present unemployment situation. 
There is a need now to not only continue the construction-grant program but, 
because of the economic situation, actually accelerate it. 

It is an interesting fact, Mr. Speaker, that the President has put forth a $2 
billion post-office construction program. That amounts represents exactly the 
amount of the backlog needs of treatment-plant construction. Yet in this 
vital area of water conservation the President recommends that we eliminate 
certain Federal activity altogether. This administrations’ sense of values is 
amazing. 

As the distinguished chairman of the Senate Public Works Committee pointed 
out just the other day, an accelerated treatment-plant construction program, 
stiinulated by increased Federal grants, would be an excellent recession antidote. 
Senator Chavez placed in the Congressional Record for February 17, on page 
1927, tables showing the estimated impact an accelerated treatment-plant con- 
struction program would have on our economy in terms of estimated payrolls 
and man-years of labor. 

We have seen that under the existing $50-million-a-year program, $200 million 
of local participation is being stimulated for a total of $250 million worth of 
projects. The estimated payroll for this work is $75 million. The work requires 
1,311.9 man-years of labor. 

As Senator Chavez has pointed out, doubling the Federal share would result 
in a comparable doubling of local activity with a corresponding deuble in pavrolls 
and man-years of work. The projects are planned, Mr. Speaker. We could 
proceed with them now if sufficient Federal funds were available. 

Here is a job crying for attention, Mr. Speaker. A task if left undone whieh 
would seriously curtail the Nations’ future growth and expansion. <A natural 
area of Federal activity which would add immeasurably to the future strength 
of the country. An activity, if pursued diligently, which would produce jobs, 
increase payrolls, and, most important, protect our most precious natural re- 
source—water. Mr. Speaker, I cannot urge this House too strongly to reject 
the President’s proposal to discontinue Federal aid for treatment-plant con- 
struction as recommended by our joint committee and at the same time let us 
move forward in the battle against pollution at an accelerated rate. For the 
present, this will be an excellent antirecession remedy. For the future, it will 
guarantee a supply of clear, fresh water to our children. 


Mr. Ricuarpson. The Joint Federal-State Action Committee by 
no means failed to appreciate the value of the program which is the 
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subject of these hearings, or to recognize the importance of contin- 
uing stepped-up action to control wastes and pollution of our streams, 
and to improve waste treatment projects. The recommendation of 
the committee was based rather on the premise that the responsibility 
for the construction of public waste treatment works lies with the 
States and communities concerned, and that they should and would, 
with the aid of new revenues to be made available, carry out the ob- 
jectives of this program. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer the committee’s 
attention to the declaration of policy under Public Law 660 itself, 
which in section 1 (a) declares it to be the policy of Congress to 
recognize, preserve, and protect the primary responsibilities and 
the rights of the States in preventing and controlling water pollution. 

In the light of the recommendations of the Joint Federal-State 
Action Committee and the proposed legislation carrying out those 
recommendations recently submitted to the Congress, this Depart- 
ment believes that the termination of the program would make un- 
necessary any amendment of it at this point, since the legislation 
would call for termination on June 30, 1959. 

I would simply like to go on here to say that insofar as the com- 
mittee is now giving specific attention to the suggestions made before 
it, that we have some further comments with reference to those also. 

We believe in the first place that the philosophy expressed in the 
Joint Federal-State Action Committee report is a philosophy based 
on the premise that it is desirable in the long run for things which 
are matters of primarily State and local responsibility to be dealt 
with by them, and that we should not yield too readily to the pressures 
deriving from the recognition that there are local obstacles of one sort 
or another to the necessary action—obstacles deriving from inequities 
in apportionment of State legislatures, or obsolete provisions of mu- 
nicipal charters. These are matters of State and local concern, and 
we think should be overcome by State and local action. 

This same philosophy underlies our approach to the question of 
amendments of this legislation itself. The bills before the committee 
would in the first place increase the ceilings for Federal appropria- 
tions, and increase the amount of Federal funds that could be made 
available in each year. 

Mr. Price’s bill would triple these amounts, and your bill, Mr. 
Chairman, would double them. We would say in this connection 
that recognizing as we have the primary State and local responsibil- 
ity, and believing that if there should be any Federal role at all it 
should be a purely stimulatory one, that it would not be appropriate 
at this time to increase the ceilings. 

We believe with reference to what has been said to your committee 
this morning about the control of pollution that this too must neces- 
sarily be a State responsibility primarily. The same law which we 
are discussing with reference to grants for construction of waste- 
treatment works also includes provisions for the abatement of pollu- 
tion in interstate streams, but so far as streams are not interstate in 
character, they are beyond the scope of Federal legislation with re- 
spect to control of pollution, and, therefore, necessarily are subject 
to State control. 

This again is a reason why we feel that the responsibility for as- 
sistance to municipalities in the construction of waste-treatment works 
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should be lodged in the same governmental authorities, namely, the 
State authorities, which must ultimately exercise responsibility for 
control as well. 

So, as I have indicated, we would feel it would not be appropriate 
to increase the project ceilings, or, I should say, the appropriation 
ceilings, under the act. 

I simply want to add in this connection that we cannot fail to have 
in view not simply the importance of what is undertaken by these 
bills, but the balance as between the obligation of Federal funds to 
such a purpose as this and other important demands on Federal 
revenues, Within our own Department we see at many points situa- 
tions in which we can recognize a need, and where we recognize similar 
Federal, State or local responsibility, and where we can see what 
could be accomplished with Federal stimulatory grants. But we must 
obviously, even within our Department itself, balance one need against 
others, taking into account the total impact on the budget of the De- 
partment’ S appropriation request. So obviously too must a similar 
balancing process occur between the needs represented by our pro- 
grams and the other demands on the Federal revenue. 

This is a further reason why we would not favor at this time, con- 
fronting as we do very substantial deficits in the years ahead and 
in this current year, an increase in the ceilings. 

What I have said about the ceilings governs our view with respect 
to any increase in the amounts of individual projects in municipali- 
ties. We feel that to permit a larger allocation of funds to individual 
projects would inevitably have the effect of incre: ising pressures to 
raise the ceilings, since otherwise there would be a smaller amount 
ivailable for other projects in the State. 

There are other amendments to the present law that would be ac- 
complished by the bills before the committee which I want to comment 
on very briefly. We believe that the suggestion that there be provision 
for reallotment of funds from States which fail to use their full allot- 
ment, to other States which have a backlog of applications larger 
than can be met, would be an appropriate amendment of the act; 
and we favor also, assuming that the committee is going to proceed 
to consider amendments irrespective of the fundamental recommenda- 
tion of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee, an amendment 
that will permit local communities to band together in applying for 
Federal funds, and permit on a basis of their combined application 
1 larger allotment of funds to such a combined project. 

Mr. McGrecor. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Buatnix. Mr, McGregor. 

Mr. McGrecor. If 2 or 3 communities would want to band together 
in their respective area to float a bond issue, would your Department 
require each of those communities to make applic ation separately ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. We think of the bills pending before the com- 
mittee that Mr. Blatnik’s bill, H. R. 11714, contains appropriate lan- 
guage to carry out this purpose. It is on page 2, line 2, of the bill. It 
would authorize the Surgeon General to allocate to each municipality 
to be served by such project its share of the estimated reasonable cost 
of such project, and then apply the limitations provided, that is, the 
project limitations, or the percentage of total cost applicable. That 
would mean if 3 communities wanted to join together to construct a 


, 


project that would cost let us say $1 million, and the share of munici- 
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pality A, based upon its population or other basis for determining 
the service that it would receive, were $200,000, then there could be 
allocated in Federal funds for that community’s share of the total 30 
percent of $200,000, or $60,000. And so on, applying to each of the 
shares of each of the 8 communities concerned, either the $250,000 or 
the $500,000 maximum, as the case may be, or 30 percent, whichever 
was less. This would then determine the aggregate Federal share for 
the projects. 

Mr. McGrecor. Mr. Chairman, if you will yield again, in other 
words, if you had the three communities and you O. K.’ed A as being 
eligible for an allocation, then you would consider B and C eligible 
too. So we would not get into the position of location A being eligi- 
ble and accepted by your Department, but B and C being turned down. 
Then we would be right where we were in the first place. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I think that is true, Mr. McGregor, but as I 
would read this proposal, and as we have interpreted it, the com- 
munities would in the first instance band together in submitting their 
applications so that it would be considered as a joint application for 
a single project. But when that application was submitted for one 
project with a total price tag, the Surgeon General, in accordance with 
regulations which he worked out to do this reasonably and equitably, 
would allocate the price of the total among the several communities. 

Mr. McGreecor. Then the application might incorporate three dif- 
ferent communities. 

Mr. RicHarpson. Yes. For a single project serving all three. 

Mr. McGreecor. Thank you. 

Mr. Ricnarpson. The only other amendment, Mr. Chairman, on 
which IT wanted to comment at all, concerns the proposal in H. R. 
11472, Mr. Price’s bill, which would substitute a new allocation for- 
mula for the formula presently contained in the bill. We feel while 
the present formula resulted in some inequities, that the proposed for- 
mula would create additional problems. Under the proposed formula 
allocations for 29 States and Territories would be decreased, inasmuch 
as the States are planning their programs on the basis of present al- 
locations and a change in this would disrupt the program in a num- 
ber of these States. The proposed formula would further increase 
the allocations of a few of the States. 

We would, therefore, recommend against a change of formula. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, I did not quite get the significance of 
Mr. McGregor’s question. If 3 large cities have grown together, 
could they combine them, rather than getting $250,000 each and get 
$750,000 under this program ? 

Mr. Brarntk. That is right. That is a matter of practicality. In- 
stead of building 3 separate projects almost adjacent to each other, 
or close by, with 3 separate governmental subdivisions, engineering- 
wise it is more feasible and more economical to combine them and 
allocate the share of the cost of the basis of the share of the benefits. 
For whatever each municipality put in they would have to qualify 
and be approved by their own public health office and commissioner 
and then be approved by the Department. Then, with respect to 
whatever share they put in, they get 30 percent of that, just as though 
it was their own project. 

Have you anything further, Mr. Richardson ? 
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Mr. Ricuarpson. I have no further comments, Mr. Chairman. I 
would be glad to try to answer any questions that you or the other 
committee members may have, or call upon Mr. McCallum. 

Mr. Buarnix. If I may ask just a question or two, Mr. Richardson. 
I notice in your rather brief statement here of a little over two pages 
that you are not clear on what the opinion of the Department is on 
the need for this water-pollution-control legislation, including the 
grant program. You merely state if the program were to continue. 
In short I am asking, is there a need for Federal legislation and a 
Federal program such as we had in Public Law 660. What is the 
Department’s feeling about it? I know what the recommendation 
of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee is, but what is the feel- 
ing of the Department on it ? 

Mr. Ricnarpson. The Department’s position is that the recom- 
mendation of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee to turn this 
program back should be carried out in accordance with the recom- 
mendation submitted by the President to the Congress last week. 

Mr. BiarniK. So you feel that this program should be turned back 
to the States as recommended by the Joint Federal-State Action 
Committee. Is that right? 

Mr. Rrcuarpson. Yes, we do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnik. Mr. Richardson, from the report you have submit- 
ted to the committee—which I shall ask be made a part of the record, 
although not embodied in the hearings—I see that it appears to be a 
very well-prepared report, but can you make any comment as to 
whether or not the existing grant program in Public Law 660, the 
enforcement section, has stimulated and increased and encourages the 
construction of water-pollution-control facilities ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. We have no conclusive evidence on the matter, 
Mr. Chairman, but judging by the dollar volume and number of 
projects for construction of waste-treatment facilities that were un- 
dertaken before this program was initiated, and the number that 
have been undertaken since then, and the total amounts of those, it 
would follow that the program has had a stimulatory effect. 

Mr. Buiatrnix. It has had a stimulatory effect dollarwise and from 
the standpoint of the number of projects, since we are having more 
of these facilities constructed than we had before. Would you agree 
to that? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, I believe the record would show that. 

Mr. Buiarnik. Is the present level of construction keeping up to 
the demand ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I would like to ask Mr. McCallum to answer that, 
Mr. Chairman. He has a much more detailed grasp than I have 
of the factual operation of the program and the hachlog of applica- 
tions, and so on. 

Mr. Buatnrx. Mr. McCallum, will you answer that question, please ? 

Mr. McCatium. Mr. Chairman, a fairly reliable yardstick of ac- 
complishments are contract award data on an annual basis for con- 
struction. Last year that was about $350 million. Authorities 
throughout the country generally agree that we need to spend about 
$500 million a year, that is, the whole country does, in order to handle 
this problem. 
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Mr. Ricwarpson. I think, Mr. Chairman, the issue here is not one 
of need for expanded activity in the field of water-pollution control 
and, specifiony; construction of waste-treatment works, but it is a 
question specifically of what shall be the financing source for the 
work and where the primary responsibility shall be lodged. 

I think we obviously cannot in this country govern the question of 
what shall be the Federal responsibility by what it is important to 
have done. Nor for that matter can we rest the case upon the rela- 
tive fiscal capacities of the States and local communities because the 
inequalities Lelia them would, on that basis alone, justify the 
Federal Government’s undertaking every State or local activity. 

I think the point was very well brought in the earlier colloquy 
with Senator Humphrey that the same sort of arguments with respect 
to need in this situation can be applied also to a great many other 
situations of primarily State or local character, where the need is 
also great. This program does not, for example, include waste- 
disposal facilities, and it does not include construction of water- 
supply facilities and, of course, it does not include wholly unrelated 
activities such as police and fire protection, as to which there is also a 
great local need. 

The question, then, is what shall be done through a Federal pro- 
gram; and I think it should be emphasized that the Federal-State 
Action Committee’s recommendation attempted, as far as possible, 
to remove from controversy the question of the importance of doing 
something about waste treatment and water-pollution control. 

Mr. McGrecor. Will the gentleman yield? The Chair has given 
me permission to leave. I have another committee to go to and, be- 
fore I leave, I want to compliment you, Mr. Richardson, and your 
associate, especially for the progress report you have submitted, 
which is the information that many of us have been looking for. It 
shows the projects that are really being accomplished. 

I want to concur in your statement and that of the head of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. We certainly recog- 
nize the need for a program of stream pollution and clearing of 
waters. It is just a question of whose responsibility it is—whether it 
is the Federal Government’s, the States, or the local communities. 
Again I congratulate you on your statement. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Biatnirx. Am I clear then, Mr. Richardson, that the Depart- 
ment’s position is that there is a need for more effective pollution con- 
trol and pollution abatement, but you agree with the Joint Commit- 
tee’s recommendation that this is a program which should be left up 
to local responsibility and; therefore, should be carried out by the 
States and municipalities ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brarnrx. Is that your position ? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes. I would like to emphasize, in this con- 
nection, our concern that the States themselves exercise a greater 
degree of initiative in this matter, and that, in our judgment, they 
might be more effective than they have been in assisting local com- 
munities to deal with this problem. We hope that the revenues that 
would revert to them or be turned over to them as part of the Joint 
Federal-State Action Committee’s recommendation would encourage 
them to do more. 
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Mr. BiarnrK. It is your hope they would:do more, but you have 
no guaranty or assurance that they would. They can use those 
moneys for any other purpose they wish to. Is that not true? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. That is true, Mr. Chairman. We are dependent, 
however, on the recognition by people in the local communities and 
States all over the country of a great many problems, for whatever 
action is taken about them, and we are confident that as people in the 
communities and States all over the country increasingly realize the 
urgency of this problem the more effectively they will insist that the 
revenues made available to them in accordance with this recommenda- 
tion are actually used for the purpose. 

Mrs. Burren. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarntk. Mrs. Blitch. 

Mrs. Burren. Has any State joined in or participated in this 
program ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I believe there are about four States which do 
provide State funds for this purpose. The number is a much smaller 
one than, as we would see the problem, it should be. 

Mrs. Burrcnu. Did they participate on a 30-percent basis, as the 
Federal Government is doing now ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I do not know what their laws are. Do you 
know, Mr. McCallum ? 

Mr. Biatnrg. Mr. McCallum, you say there are four States which 
do allocate funds for this. I do not recall the exact number, but the 
State of Vermont, I believe, did pass a law in which the State adds 
20 percent of the project to the 30 percent of Federal funds to the 
municipality. Would I be correct on that, Mr. McCallum ? 

Mr. McCatium. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Biarnrk. There are two New England States. Was not Maine 
the other one? 

Mrs. Burren. I am very interested in that: 

Mr. McCatium. Mr. Chairman, we have a list of the States and 
the type of aid they provide. It varies. Some are similar to that 
described by the chairman. Others are small loans for planning and 
surveys. 

Mrs. Burrcu. How many States have set up any program at all on 
this? 

Mr. McCatium. Twelve States have some program. 

Mrs. Burren. Is it not true when the Hill-Burton Act was passed 
it took quite a few years before the States began fully to participate 
in that hospital program ? 

Mr. McCatium. I am not particularly familiar with that program. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I might just comment on that briefly, Mrs. 
Blitch. You will remember that the Hill-Burton program was initi- 
ated with a survey of the needs for hospital construction in each 
State, and then there was established at the outset of the program a 
hospital council in each State which was to determine relative priori- 
ties with respect to individual projects in each part of the State. 
By the time this process had been substantially completed—the sur- 
veys in each State, the establishment of the council, and the determi- 
nation of priorities—I believe there were then pending applications 
sufficient in number to utilize all of the available Federal funds. 

If I might just go back to the matter of the number of States 
which have programs in this field, the figure of six States, I believe 









50 AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 
it was I was referring to, was the number which have grant pro- 
grams as distinguished from loans. 

Mrs. Burren. There are six States that have grant programs as 
distinguished from loan programs? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes. And this tabulation Mr. McCallum refers 
to contains a summary of the nature of the program in each State. 
Without objection, Mr. Chairman, perhaps it would be appropriate 
to ask to have it inserted in the record at this point. 

Mrs. Burren. Do you have any objection, Mr. Chairman, if the 
witness includes the statement or tabulation at this point in the 
record ? 

Mr. Hutt. Is there any objection to that ? 

Mr. Scupper. I would also be very glad to have the information. 

Mr. Hutz. Without objection, the tabulation will be made a part 
of the record at this point. 

(The tabulation is as follows :) 


State assistance to governmental units for sewage-treatment facilities 















treatment plants. 








construction 


Total 
State | Type of assistance Purpose Amount of aid to amount of 
individual project State aid 
| involved 
a lectin cide otic tesctomeae ieee lated init ales dk ee hit Eh ee eee 
| ae pS ee Fe Construction, sewage |-.._-- stecastecaiweee 1 $1, 000, 000 
and storm facilities. 
a wa wie nena Surveys, plans and ronnie are oietis timed 1 500, 000 
specifications. 
oar SE tit wtiomnwdumnicn Construction, 20 percent, or 34 2 836, 000 
municipal sewage | ederal contribu- 
treatment works. tion (whichever is | 
less). | 
re iis Loch sees dk pi tinvtek- eee | Equal to Federal | 35,000, 000 
contribution. 
ee a ERE ee Sreeas RN e  eee S pee eLe ey ae a See 10, 000, 000 
New Mexico. ....-- Grant to associations | Facilities for domestic | 34 total cost...........| 2 150,000 
in rural and unin- watersupply and | 
corporated ccm- sewage works. 
munities, 
New York. ....---- NNN 45. Siuci ise Plans, specifications, Upto4ecost. Not [............ 
and estimates, over 2 percent of 
cost of construc- 
tion. 
I oe dace eax Loan to villages.......| Plans, sewage treat- All or part........ Saad (’) 
ment works and 
others. 
eee. wean Bond purchase, Construction, sewage [acencwswsccesdenccncsed 5 1, 750, 000 
municipalities systems and treat- | 
under 3,500 popu- ment plants. | 
lation small sani- 
tary districts. | 
Pennsylvania_.....| Grant, municipalities | Operation and main- | Maximum 2 percent § 7, 200, 000 
and municipal tenance of project. of total cost 
authorities. (annually). 
Do_............] Grant, municipalities, | Planning waste Maximum 0 percent 3, 000, 000 
municipal corpora- treatment. of cost of planning 
tions, private | treatment works. 
corporations. | 
‘Vermont._......-..| Grant, municipalities.; Construction, sewage- | 20 percent of cost of 1, 000, 000 
! 


1 Revolving fund. 
2 2-year appropriation. 
* Fund 


4 In the case of preliminary plans, grant is not more than 4 of 1 percent of estimated cost of construction, 
* Total revolving fund. 
® To date. 
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Part I. StaTeE LEGISLATION PROVIDING FINANCIAL AID FOR SEWAGE TREATMENT 
FACILITIES 


CALIFORNIA 


State water pollution control fund of $1 million is available for making loans 
at 2-percent interest to municipalities and districts for the construction of 
sewerage and storm-drainage facilities. 

Loans are made by the State water pollution control board, subject to the 
approval of the State director of finance. In order for such loans to be made, 
it must be determined that the facilities are necessary for health and welfare of 
the inhabitants, funds are not available, commercial sale of revenue bonds is 
impossible, and the proposed repayment plan is feasible (ch.221, Statutes of 
1953). 

INDIANA 


A revolving fund of $500,000 has been created to assist units of government 
to defray the cost of preparing surveys, plans, and specifications for the con- 
struction of public buildings, publicly owned and operated facilities, utilities, 
and services. Loans are made by the State board of finance upon the report 
and recommendations of the Indiana Economie Council which has the responsi- 
bility for review and investigation of the application and certification of the 
amount which may be loaned upon any said application. 

Any amount loaned is an obligation of the unit of government and must be 
repaid within a period of time fixed by the State board of finance, not to exceed 
8 years. When facilities are constructed for which planning money was re- 
ceived, the loan is considered as a part of the cost of such project and consti- 
tutes a lien against the same; when bonds are issued for the project, the loan 
must be repaid in full immediately following the sale of bonds (Acts of Indiana, 
1945, ch. 136, amended by Acts of 1951, ch. 200). 


MAINE 


State water-improvement commission is authorized to pay up to 20 percent of 
the total cost, or two-thirds of the Federal contribution under Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660, 84th Cong.), whichever is less, of munic- 
ipal sewage-treatment works receiving Federal approval and Federal funds for 
construction. The sum of $836,000 was appropriated for the 2 fiscal years end- 
ing June 30, 1959 (Laws of 1957, House bill No. 257; sec. 7—B, Revised 
Statutes). 

MARYLAND 


A fund of $5 million is authorized (to be established by a State loan) to be 
used to supplement grants made under the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act (Public Law 660, 84th Cong.). Any municipality which has received a 
Federal grant may petition the State for an equal or matching grant, subject to 
the limitation that the State and Federal grants combined are not to exceed 40 
percent of the total cost of the project. The petition is directed to the State 
board of health. When the board approves the plans, it forwards the petition 
to the board of public works with its report that the project has been approved 
by the United States Public Health Service and the State department of health. 
The board of public works then makes the grant of State funds (Maryland Sen- 
ate bill No. 75, 1957 Acts of Maryland). 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 


The State is authorized to guarantee unconditionally a total aggregate sum 
for the entire State of $10 million of bonds issued by municipalities and other 
political subdivisions for construction of sewage-treatment works. 

All bonds or notes so guaranteed shall be sold (1) at public sealed bidding, 
(2) after advertisement for bids, (3) to the highest bidder. 

Any and all of the bids may be rejected and a sale may be negotiated with 
the highest bidder (Laws of New Hampshire, 1957, ch. 213). 
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NEW MEXICO 


The sum of $150,000 appropriated for grants during the next 2 fiscal years 
to associations formed in rural, unincorporated communities to provide facili- 
ties for the development of adequate sanitary domestic water supply, sewage 
works, or both. The State department of public health administers this pro- 
gram. 

As a prerequisite to the grant, the community must agree to contribute all 
unskilled labor and such skilled labor as is available and desirable and to con- 
tribute all available materials such as stone, lumber, and sand. 

The community must have been in existence 25 years or longer. 

Subdivisions adjacent to incorporated communities are not eligible. 

The asssociation must contribute one-third of the estimated cost (Laws of 
1957, ch. 122, senate bill No. 57). 

NEW YORK 


Municipalities having power to construct or operate a public sewerage system 
or sewage-treatment works may apply to the State superintendent of public 
works for planning grants up to one-half the cost of preparing plans, specifica- 
tions, and estimates. However, in the case of grants for preliminary plans, 
the grant may not exceed one-half of 1 percent of the estimated cost of con- 
struction, and, in grants for all plans, specifications, and estimates, the grant 
is not to exceed 2 percent of the estimated construction cost (McKinney’s Con- 
solidated Laws of New York Annotated, book 47—A, art. 2A, sec. 31). 


OHIO 


An emergency village capital improvement rotary fund created to be used to 
make advances to those villages only which do not have an existing municipal 
sewerage system, to pay all or part of the cost of preparing plans for construc- 
tion, among other things, of sewage-treatment works. When the bonds of the 
village for such construction are sold, it must repay the advance (senate bill 
No. 265, 1957 Laws of Ohio). 

OREGON 


Small municipalities (not more than 3,500 population) certified by the State 
sanitary authority (the pollution-control agency within the State board of 
health) as being in need of sewerage systems and unable to sell their bonds on 
the public market or to obtain satisfactory offers therefor, may apply to the 
State bond commission for financing the costs of the projects (purchase their 
bonds). A State sewer bond revolving fund of $1,655,000 has been established 
for this purpose. 

Small sanitary districts having an assessed valuation of not more than $250,000 
and which are unable to sell their bonds at interest not exceeding 4 percent and 
certified by the State Sanitary Authority may apply to the State Bond Com- 
mission for financing the costs of the projects. A State sanitary district sewer 
bond fund of $95,000 has been established for this purpose. 

Background.—The Oregon legislation on this subject was first enacted in 1949, 
and has been amended and extended in 1951, 1953, 1955, and 1957. 

The 1949 act applied to municipalities of not more than 2,500 population and 
appropriated the sum of $1,500,000 in a revolving fund known as State sewer 
bond revolving fund (ch. 500, Laws of 1949). 

The act of 1951 transferred, as of October 1, 1951, from this fund the sum 
of $750,000 to the general fund of the State for general State purposes (ch. 299, 
laws of 1951). 

The 1953 act made it applicable to municipalities of not more than 3,500 popu- 
lation (ch. 287, Laws of 1953). 

A further act in 1953 amended the appropriation sections of the 1949 and 
1951 acts by appropriating to the revolving fund the total of $1,750,000 (ch. 459, 
Laws of 1953). 

The act of 1955 transferred the sum of $60,000 from the State sewer bond 
revolving fund to the State sanitary district sewer bond fund to be used by the 
bond commission for investment in bonds of sanitary districts which have an 
assessed valuation of not more than $250,000 and which are unable to sell their 
bonds at interest not in excess of 4 percent (ch. 577, Laws of 1955). 

An act of 1957 increased this atnount to 70,000, and a further act of 1957 
increased it to $95,000 (ch. 702, Laws of 1957, and ch. 14, Special Session Laws 
of 1957). 
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PENNSYLVANIA 


Municipalities and municipal authorities which have provided sewage treat- 
ment factilities since 1937 are to receive from State funds annually an amount 
up to 2 percent of the cost of those facilities “toward the cost of operating, 
maintaining, repairing, replacing and other expenses relating to sewage treat- 
ment facilities.’ The program is administered by the State Department of 
Health. To date, $7,200,000 has been appropriated for this purpose (Laws of 
Pennsylvania, 1953, Act No. 339; Laws of Pennsylvania, 1955, Act No, 128-A; 
Laws of Pennsylvania, 1957, Act 77—A). 

Funds have been appropriated to the Department of Health for grants of 
a share not to exceed 50 percent of the cost of planning waste treatment works 
by municipalities, municipal corporations, and private corporations. About 
$3 million has been made available for this purpose (about $2 million has already 
been expended) (Laws of Pennsylvania, 1945, Act No. 82-A). 


VERMONT 


A fund of $1 million (established by a State bond issue) was authorized to 
encourage water pollution control at the local level through State aid for the 
construction of sewage treatment plants by municipalities. 

Each municipality after having voted funds in a specific amount to construct 
or substantially improve a sewage treatment plant may make application to 
the State water conservation board for State aid. After reveiwing the applica- 
tion and plans and finding that the facilities are necessary and of proper type, 
the board shall award 20 percent of the cost of construction not including any 
amount derived from private sources (Act No. 298, Laws of Vermont, 1957). 

The Vermont State Water Conservation Board may make available to any 
municipality in the State such assistance as may be requested of it in matters 
relating to surveys, studies, and plans for pollution abatement works (Act No. 
184, Laws of Vermont, 1957). 


State assistance to private industry for waste-treatment facilities 


Type of assistance 








State 
Rapid amor- 
Exemption from local taxes tization of 
project 
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Part II. Strate LEGISLATION PROVIDING FININCIAL ASSISTANCE TO INDUSTRIES 
FOR WASTE TREATMENT FACILITIES 


NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Exempts industrial waste treatment facilities from local taxation for 25 
years (Laws of 1955, ch. 196). 
NORTH CAROLINA 


Provides for rapid amortization for tax purposes of industrial waste treat- 
ment works permitting their writeoff in 5 years and in addition, exempts 
industrial waste treatment facilities from local taxation forever (Laws of 1955, 
ch. 1100). 

VIRGINIA 


Provides for accelerated amortization for tax purposes of industrial waste 
treatment facilities which would permit their writeoff in 5 years (Laws of 
1954, ch. 516). 

WISCONSIN 
All equipment installed to abate or eliminate water or air pollution is exempt 


from local taxation for 5 years, provided the operation of the facilities does 
not produce a net income during that period. This law also provides for 








o4 AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


accelerated amortization for tax purposes of industrial waste treatment fa- 
gala the cost to be written off in 60 months (Laws of 1953, ch. 183, 
en. . 

Mr. Scupper. Particularly I would like to know whether California 
is included; we have a school-aid program where if a district does 
not have the bonding ability to build a new school the State will 
participate to a very great extent in the construction of the schools. 
However, the city must make a showing that it has bonded itself 
up to its full bonding capacity. 

I would like to know the principle behind the State participation, 
because in California we have the same outlook, you do for yourself 
when you can, but when you cannot do for yourself then you can get 
State assistance. 

Mrs. Burren. We have the same policy in Georgia too. Mr. Scud- 
der, concerning our hospital program and our school program. They 
operate on that basis. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. This summary, Mr. Scudder, consists of a brief 
description of each State’s program with supplementary statements 
that are rather more full. Galifornia does have a revolving fund of 
$1 million out of which 2 percent loans can be made to municipalities 
and districts for the construction of sewage and storm drainage 
facilities. It does not appear to have or cover waste treatment 
facilities. 

Mr. Scupper. I know the law was operating satisfactorily when 
we had hearings for extending this law about 3 years ago. The 
officials of the State of California felt they would be taxed twice if 
they got into this type of program whereas they could handle it very 
well themselves by the State assisting communities that could not 
help themselves. 

Mr. McFatu. I think the gentleman has reference to the State of 
California’s Christmas tree program which went into effect in 1946, 
and for which funds have now run out. I do not believe there is any 
State program for the matching or otherwise for sewage-treatment 
facilities. There was in the Christmas tree program which is now 
running out. 

Mr. Scupper. But on other programs, such as our school system, 
they usually cooperate. Where the ability of the community is not 
sufficient to meet their own responsibilities they get help. 

Mrs. Burrow. What I was leading up to, Mr. Chairman, was this: 
Is there some way of promoting this? Perhaps the need was more 
striking in the Hospital Act, but the need is just as great in this area, 
although perhaps we cannot dramatize it to the extent that the hos- 
pital program was dramatized. Is there some way of promoting this 
in which the Department and the Congress too, I would say, could 
encourage the States to participate in this program? It would be 
a very worthwhile project it seems to me, and I wonder if the Depart- 
ment has any suggestions along this line. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I have no immediate suggestions, Mrs. Blitch. 
Of course, the provisions of this act that would not be affected by the 
legislation before the subcommittee do provide funds to the States 
to encourage them to develop water pollution control programs. These 
are funds made available to the State departments of health normally. 
Is that true, Mr. McCallum ? 

Mr. McCauium. That is correct. 
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Mr. Ricwarpson. And the administration of that part of the pro- 
ram is under the jurisdiction of Mr. McCallum also, and we certain] 
o not want to diminish in any way the work being done throug 

that aspect of the law which, as I said, would not be affected either 
by the bills before you or by the Federal-State Action Committee’s 
recommendations. 

Mrs. Burrex. How successful is this program! That is part of 
the policing program. I suppose you have reference to the industrial 
pollution, and such things as that, in rivers and streams? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes. I think this part of the program is mainly 
concerned with measures to enforce pollution control, as distinguished 
from construction of projects. But as we in the Department at least 
see the matter, the abligation to treat waste in some manner so as to 
assure that it does not result in stream pollution to the detriment of 
communities downstream is a responsibility that each community and 
each industry within the community ought to assume. Therefore, if 
State control programs were made effective for the purpose of en- 
forcing the obligation of each contributor to pollution, then this 
problem would in essence be met. It would mean the communities 
would have to upgrade the priority to the allocation of funds they 
give for this purpose, as we see the matter, to activities which they 
could finance if they would. 

The fundamental basis of the Federal-State Action Committee rec- 
ommendation is just this, combined with the provision for making 
available to the States and communities the funds with which to dis- 
charge this responsibility, 

Mr. Biarnix. I do not mean to interrupt, Mr. Richardson, but I 
notice you say if the municipalities and local governmental subdivi- 
sions would carry out their responsibility, But the record shows they 
never have. Even in the year and a half of this program’s existence 
under Public Law 660 we find that the annual total expenditures for 
the construction of sewage-treatment works averaged about $351 mil- 
lion. That is actually what was let in 1957 in 1 year. 

The previous 5 years’ average was $100 million less. It was $255 
million. When we go down to the individual States we find four 
States had a record construction year in 1952 and in 1953 five States 
had a record construction year. In 1954 it went back to three States 
once more. In 1955 it went back to four States. There you have in 
the period of 1952, 1953, 1954, and 1955—a 4-year period—it runs be- 
tween three and five. 

Suddenly this program went into effect under Public Law 660 in 
1956, and at that time—it came in in the latter part of the year—we 
found out that the number of States having a record construction 
year jumped to 13. In 1957 the figure jumped to 19. We would be 
interested in knowing what happened this year. It seems there has 
been a sizable jump by States and also in the total spent for construc- 
tion. 

So our problem is how to motivate or encourage or stimulate the 
States and the particular municipalities to participate in taking care 
of their responsibilities. We know something has to be done. If we 
leave it up to the States, as in the past, the problem will go from bad 
to worse. 

We feel the Federal Government is not assuming the burden and 
responsibility and full cost of the projects, but by sharing in a joint 
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venture—sharing some of the responsibility and taking some of the 
initiative, with the major burden still falling on the States and local- 
ities—that the situation will get better. For every dollar of Federal 
funds that went out $3.50 of local funds were spent for the plant 
alone, and when we go to the other facilities such as interceptor sew- 
ers and pumping stations, the ratio became, for every Federal dollar 
about five local dollars. 

I do not think the States have yet gotten into the act, but I think 
they will now because the legislatures met for the first time in 1957, 
after this program was initiated. 

This is very new. The criteria had not been mailed out by your De- 
partment until December. These States were not quite clear as to 
what we were trying to do with this program. They do see it now. 

We keep in touch with the Public Health sessions. The next big 
session here will be this coming January 1959 when we expect another 
jump. I will be very frank that I just cannot understand how the 

partment that knows this problem better than anyone else can come 
in here saying that this program which has been going on for a year 
and a half with a very successful record of accomplishment and a very 
high level of local participation for every dollar of Federal contribu- 
tion, should be turned back to the States, how you can recommend we 
go back to the situation of leaving this in the hands of the States 
and localities. They have always had it in their hands before this, 
and it has given rise to this national problem of pollution in the first 
place. 

Mrs. Burrcu. I want to ask the witness further, Mr. Chairman, 
concerning the criteria of the Federal Department in carrying out the 
stream-pollution activities of the State departments of health. What 
is the coordination there and how much can be expected of the States, 
and how are the States complying with the Public Health Service in 
Washington in order to meet the pollution problems in that particu- 
lar area—not in the sewage-disposal project area but in the actual 
pollution area? 

Mr. McCatium. The Act requires certain things of the States that 
they have to do with respect. to projects. Each project submitted by 
a municipality has to conform to the State plan and has to be ap- 
proved by the State authority and then has to be certified over other 
eligible projects by the State authority. Then, after the State selects 
the project and finds it meets the State’s own requirements as to what 
the needs are within that State, it is submitted to the Public Health 
Service regional offices for review as to whether or not it complies 
with the Federal regulations, and that includes the Federal criteria. 
Then the projects have to be justified on the basis of meeting one or 
more of the criteria. 

Mrs. Burren. What kind of projects would come under that ? 

Mr. McCatium. One of the criteria, for example, is health, that is, 
that there is a health problem involved. One is that it is an inter- 
state, coastal, or Great Lakes problem. Frequently a project com- 
plies with more than one of the criteria. We have had no difficulties 
or misunderstandings with the States. 

Mrs. Burren. To what extent does the Federal Government aid 
the States financially in this particular area ? 
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Mr. McCatium. There are $3 million a year appropriated to be 
allotted among the States and Territories, and the interstate water 
pollution control agencies, 

Mrs. Burrow. Are all States and Territories participating in that? 

Mr. McCatuvum. I think one interstate agency, the Bi-State Agency 
in St. Louis, is not. I believe all others are now. 

Mrs. Burren. Substantially, then, the funds for that part of the 
progr am are really coming from the States; is that right? Because 

$3 million is distributed among the 48 States and Territories. 

Mr. McCatuum. It is allotted among all of them on a formula 
basis. 

Mrs. Burren. Then to what extent it is added to depends on the 
State itself? 

Mr. McCatium. Yes. It is a participating grant and the State 
has to put up a certain amount of money to get these funds. 

Mrs. Burren. How are the Federal funds prorated ? 

Mr. McCatitum. On the basis of population, per capita income, 
and the extent of the problem. 

Mrs. Burren. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buarnix. Mr. Seudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Not to be argumentative about your statement as to 
the amount of work being done prior to the enactment of this law, 
but we had testimony, you will recall, from various people who ap- 
peared before us to the effect that there was a string hanging out 
that gave some hopes under the old law to the various communities 
that at some time the Federal Government is going to get into a 
program of this sort. That testimony was given and it appears in 
the record. They claimed that was one of the things that was holding 
back the construction of sewage disposal plants. 

We had representatives here from California—from the health de- 
partment of the State and from the Governor’s office—who testified 
to the effect that they did not want the Federal Government to get 
into the water pollution program; that they were handling their pro- 
gram satisfactorily and were doing a good job and did not want to 
have to participate in the building of someone else’s sewage disposal 
plant. 

They did not agree to this law until very late in the hearing. The 
law called for the extension of the original law providing for the 
stoppage of stream pollution where one State was polluting the water 
of another State and they had no control over the State which was 
causing the pollution. It was my understanding that the Federal law 
was enacted so that there would be a Federal agency to force the 
people in another State upstream to comply with regulatory sanitary 
laws. I think that was the whole purpose of the law, and I think it 
is very fundamental and very proper. 

However, I do feel if we had given to the Federal authorities a 
law with enough teeth in it to force the States and the cities up- 
stream to take care of their own problem, they would have done it. 

I realize maybe this is the easy way to do the job—by coming in 
with free money and then with a program as big as this with as many 
men out in the field selling this program as they evidently have, be- 
cause a lot of projects have been developed—salesmanship is some- 
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times very necessary and I agree with it wholeheartedly—but I do be- 
lieve that the responsibility for the polluting of waters is the responsi- 
bility of the people who live in the community that creates the 
nuisance. I believe that they should be forced to take care of their 
own problem. 

There is a lot of different thinking on this subject, but coming 
from a growing State such as California, where we have many prob- 
lems, and where we have handled them well, we are skeptical about 
getting into any more Federal programs on a matching form or 
otherwise. However, this was a new program and the State of 
California, through its officials represented here, was very much 
against this program at its inception. 

I would not like to see this program extended and a greater amount 
of taxpayers’ money put into the program. If there is some way of 
reallocating taxes to the States that are presently going to the Fed- 
eral Government—if such money could be reallocated to the States 
to get away from having Federal appropriations, I think it would. be 
& more equitable manner of handling this problem where the people 
themselves in their own State government would be supporting their 
own programs with local revenues. 

Mr. McFatt. Will the gentleman yield for a question / 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. McFauu. Do you happen to know whether or not the State of 
California has taken an official position on the present bill before us? 

Mr. Scupper. I do not. Today is the first time I have seen the 
bill. Ihave no word from anyone in California. 

Mr. Briarnix. On the same point, if the gentleman will yield, 
joining your representatives from California a few years ago at 
the hearings was the representative of the State of Michigan, Milton 
P. Adams, executive secretary of the Water Resources Commission 
of the State of Michigan. He shared the views expressed by your 
California representatives. 

In a letter from Mr. Adams on May 13, 1958, directed to this com- 
mittee, Mr. Adams states: 

Michigan was not one of the States favoring sewage disposal construction 


grants at the hearings on S. 890 and H. R. 9540 in March 1956, following which 
Public Law 660 was enacted and signed by the President. 


Then he goes on to say: 


But apparently we were wrong and you were right, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the subcommittee. ° 

They have reversed their position. He writes an excellent letter 
here detailing it with fiscal records. He says: 

The past 2 years have demonstrated your foresight as to the need of muni- 
cipal grants as provided for in section 6 of Public Law 660. They have pro- 
vided the means of encouraging sewage treatment in certain of our smaller 
communities during the intervening period of increasing construction costs, 
and the difficult financing period with high interest rates of 1957. 

I will not read further, but Mr. Adams is strongly in favor of not 
only continuing Public Law 660, but he points out very clearly it 
is highly desirable and necessary to increase the amount. from $250,- 
000 to $500,000 per grant, plus the other amendments. ; 

I would like to have the letter inserted in the record at this point, 
with the tables which he has attached to the letter. 
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(The document referred to is as follows :) 


STATE OF MICHIGAN, 
WATER RESOURCES COMMISSION, 
Lansing, Mich., May 13, 1958. 
Re H. R. 11714 
Hon. JoHn A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D. C. 

Deak Siz: This commission cannot have an official representative present 
at the forthcoming hearing on the above bill, hence the following statement and 
tabulations for the record. 

Michigan was not one of the States favoring sewage disposal construction 
grants at the hearings on S. 890 and H. R. 9540 in March 1956, following which 
Public Law 660 was enacted and signed by the President. My oral and pre- 
pared statements at that time are found on pages 208-227 of the record of 
those hearings. 

But apparently we were wrong and you were right, Mr. Chairman and 
members of the subcommittee. The past 2 years have demonstrated your 
foresight as to the need of municipal grants as provided for in section 6 of 
Public Law 660. They have provided the means of encouraging sewage treat- 
ment in certain of our smaller communities during the intervening period of 
increasing construction costs, and the difficult financing period with high in- 
terest rates of 1957. Page 3 of the attached tabulation shows the 30 projects 
undertaken. They utilize all of Michigan’s share of the municipal grant funds. 
Sewage treatment for the new city of Warren in Macomb County, a $6 million 
plus project, is the only other undertaking that did not seek or receive Federal 
assistance. More than one municipal bond counselor has told me the bonds 
of such-and-such town cannot be sold unless a 30 percent Federal grant is to 
be forthcoming. The total local expense to be met has generally exceeded the 
applicant’s anticipated 70 percent share. 

But this program has developed two serious limitations. First, the present 
grant ceiling of $250,000 has not served as an inducement for the construc- 
tion of projects amounting to more than $1 million. Neither has it constituted 
equitable treatment to larger area or district projects most of which are 
financially more deserving than the smaller communities. Second, our com- 
mission has stated that if we are to have grants why should the amount be 
less than half enough to care for the needs of qualified applicants? A grant 
program that restricts municipal progress is not helpful. 

Pages 1 and 2 of the attached tabulation set forth the additional 49 projects 
amounting to upwards of $42 million that should go forward during fiscal 1959 
and 1960. 

It seems to us that your bill No. 11714 offers the means of overcoming, in 
part at least, the shortcomings that have developed in this State in the use of 
section 6 of Public Law 660. Our commission has informed members of the 
Michigan delegation in Congress that at its April 24 meeting it approved this 
bill. 

Even with a 30 percent grant and a maximum amount of $500,000, there will 
be some difficulty in financing the applicant’s share of some projects. H. R. 
11714 does not meet and solve this difficulty. The Fulbright bill S. 3497 would 
do so. Since endorsing this bill, your H. R. 11902 has come to our attention 
which to us is an improvement over 8. 3497. At the appropriate time, the 
House of Representatives Committee on Banking and Currency will hear from 
the commission on this bill. 

Your favorable action on H. R. 11714 is respectfully requested. 

Very truly yours, 
MILTon P. ADAMS, 
Executive Secretary. 
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Michigan sewage-treatment projects supported by Federal grants 
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Mr. Scupper. Yes. Without a doubt it has relieved the State of 
Michigan in the enforcement of the law which was being neglected all 
these years. Many of them were sitting back waiting and hoping for 
some Federal grants to come their way for this program, and they 
finally did. 

Now, as I said before, and I am going to repeat myself, with this 
large crew of people going throughout the United States selling water 
pollution and in a position to enforce the law, and showing the people 
that they get 30 percent Federal money if they get into the program, 
they had a pretty good selling argument to develop projects. Maybe 
the cost of sending these people out is justified to the Federal Govern- 
ment, but still I cannot feel but what the responsibility is directly on 
the people who create the nuisance. 

Mr. Hux. Who in the world went out through the country selling 
this program ? 

Mr. Scupprer. Why, certainly they have. It has been publicized in 
every city in the country. 

Mr. Hut.. The only thing that hit us through our area was the 
foreign aid program. 

Mr. Scupper. I think the propaganda that has been so well spread 
throughout the country accounts for the very commendable report. 

Mr. Buatnik. The chairman does not object to knowledge of this 
information spreading. It has been spread largely through the Amer- 
ican Association of Municipalities, and through the public health of- 
ficers, and the conservation groups, including the Department of 
Health. But would the gentleman agree that we have been gratified 
and encouraged and heartened by the widespread feeling throughout 
the country that something now can actually be done about this prob- 
lem of pollution ? 
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Mr. Scupper. I will admit this: With the bait that has been put 
out—and it is bait because the same taxpayer pays for the 70 percent 
and then he pays to the Federal Government the other 30 percent, so 
he is being kidded into the idea that this is a bargain way to handle 
the program. It could be done just as well with local finances, but 
maybe the cure is all right. Maybe it is something we got started on 
and possibly we cannot stop. 

My main complaint is, I did not want to see the thing started, be- 
cause we have too much Federal participation in a job which should 
be handled by State and local governments. 

That is all. I am finished. 

Mrs. Burren. I think all of us here certainly, if we are not enthu- 
siastic for your bill—and I happen to be one who is—but even if we 
are not, we all accept the premise that this program is underway and 

oing. My only consideration is it has not been enough. I would 
ike to see some more of it going on. But what I am trying to get 
across here is not the progress of your original bill, but what has been 
the success of this interstate agreement on streams in clearing up pol- 
lution in streams which are interstate streams, and so forth. That is 
what I would like to know. 

I was trying to get it from the witness. I am still not satisfied on 
that. Perhaps the Chair could help me with it. 

Mr. Buatnik. You are asking what has happened. We have in- 
formation here in answer to your question as to what progress has 
been made here in cleaning up the Nation’s streams. We have figures 
which state that of the 828 projects approved by the end of calendar 
year 1957 it is estimated that these plants when completed will reduce 
the pollution from an estimated 10,000 miles of streams—— 

Mrs. Burren. That is sewage projects you are talking about? 

Mr. Buiarnig. Yes. 

Mrs. Brirren. I am talking about where there is industrial pollution 
in interstate streams. That is why I am bringing up this question 
while we have the witnesses from the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare here, to see if they have the information, and, if 
they do not, if they can furnish it. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Mrs. Blitch. 

Mrs. Burcu. Yes. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I do have here a summary of actions taken to date 
with respect to enforcement procedures under the act, in various 
interstate streams around the country, and I would like permission 
to insert that in the record at this point. 

We can make available to you a copy of it after this hearing, and 
if there is any additional indauhation about it that does not appear 
in this statement, we will be very glad to make it available to you. 

Mrs. Burren. I would appreciate it very much, and you will send 
me personally a copy of that ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes; I will be glad to. 

Mr. Biatnix. Thank you, Mr. Richardson. 
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(The information referred to is as follows :) 


Review or AcTION TAKEN UNDER THE ENFORCEMENT PROVISION OF THE FEDERAL 
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


I. HEARING 
Corney drainage system (Arkansas-Louisiana) 


Operators of 75 oil-well leases in the Corney drainage system were cited by the 
Public Health Service as discharging oil-well brines to the waters of the Corney 
drainage system so as to interfere with its use for sport and commercial fishing, 
recreation, stock watering, irrigation and other agricultural uses, municipal use, 
most industrial uses, and use by a valuable species of wild animals inhabiting 
the area. 

Voluntary corrective action was obtained at 57 of the leases. Pollution by the 
remaining 18 leases was covered at a public hearing held by the Public Health 
Service at Homer, La., January 16 and 17, 1957. On the basis of the findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations made by the hearing board, the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare sent notifications to the operators of these 
18 oil-well leases directing them to cease and desist from contributing to the 
pollution of interstate waters of the Corney drainage system. 

Inspections by Public Health Service personnel reveal that all 18 of these 
wells have ceased contributing to the pollution of these waters. The Service 
is currently keeping this area under continuing surveillance in order to determine 
improvement of water quality resulting from the cessation of pollution. 


II. FORMAL CONFERENCES HELD TO DATE 


Big Blue River (Nebraska-Kansas) 

Municipal and industrial sources of pollution in the State of Nebraska— 
primarily Beatrice, Nebr.—were discharging their wastes into the Big Blue 
River and interfering with industrial water supply, irrigation, stock watering, 
fish habitat, and the public water supply of the community of Marysville, Kans. 

At a formal conference held by the Public Health Service on May 3, 1957, in 
Beatrice, Nebr., it was agreed by the conferees that the offending communities 
in Nebraska would initiate the construction of remedial sewage-treatment facil- 
ities. A Public Health Service construction grant has been approved for Beat- 
rice, and that community, together with a number of others in Nebraska, has 
initiated action toward complying with the agreements reached at the confer- 
ence. Reports are to be made to the Public Health Service and the other con- 
ferees at 6-month intervals until adequate remedial measures have been com- 
pleted. 


Missouri River—St. Joseph, Mo. (Missouri-Kansas) 


The city of St. Joseph, Mo., together with its associated industries, has been 
discharging large quantities of municipal, meatpacking, and chemical wastes to 
the Missouri River so as to degrade the quality of the water and interfere with 
its use as a source of public water supply, industrial water supply, commercial 
fishing, livestock watering, and recreational purposes in the State of Kansas. 

A conference was held by the Public Health Service on June 11, 1957, in St. 
Joseph, Mo. The conferees agreed that the community and its industries would 
take steps toward the construction of sewage-treatment facilities. Contract 
awards for the construction of these facilities are to be made by January 1, 
1959. The Missouri Division of Health is to report to the conferees at specified 
intervals to indicate progress toward the achievement of the goals set at the 
conference. 





Missouri River—Omaha, Nebr. (Nebraska-Iowa-Kansas-Missouri) 


Municipal and industrial wastes from a number of communities in the Omaha, 
Nebr., area, primarily from the city of Omaha itself, and Council Bluffs, Iowa, 
were polluting the Missouri River so as to interfere with its use as a source of 
public-water supply, industrial-water supply, recreational uses, stock watering, 
commercial fishing, and fish and wildlife habitat. The communities of Nebraska 
City, Nebr., Bellevue, Nebr., and St. Joseph, Mo., were principally affected by 
the polluted water. 
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On June 14, 1957, the Public Health Service held a formal conference at 
Omaha, Nebr., at which it was agreed that adequate treatment for their wastes 
would be provided by the offending communities and that Omaha, Nebr., spe- 
cifically, would initiate construction of a new sewage-treatment plant to be 
under contract not later than January 1, 1960. Omaha would also provide for 
the improvement and expansion of an existing waste-treatment plant. Progress 
reports on the achievement of objectives set at the conference are to be pro- 
vided the conferees at 6-month intervals until adequate waste-treatment facil- 
ities are completed. 

A referendum on a bond issue to finance the first stage of construction is to 
be held in June 1958. 


Potomac River—Washington metropolitan area (District of Columbia-Virginia- 
Maryland) 

Inadequately treated municipal wastes from Washington, D. C., Arlington 
County, Fairfax County, and Alexandria, Va., were degrading the Potomac 
River in the Washington, D. C., metropolitan area so as to interfere with its 
use as a residential, sightseeing, and recreational area, as well as to render the 
water unsuitable for game-fish habitat. In addition, these wastes constituted 
a health hazard to commercial and recreational users of the river in the States 
of Virginia, Maryland, and in the District of Columbia itself. 

The first session of a Public Health Service conference was held on August 22, 
1957. The conference was then recessed to permit study and evaluation of a 
forthcoming report, Comprehensive Master Plan on Pollution Problems of the 
Potomac River, as well as to provide an opportunity to plan for the establish- 
ment of a time schedule for taking steps to abate the pollution discharges from 
the several communities. 

The second session of this conference was held on February 13, 1958. The 
conferees agreed that improved treatment facilities would be constructed in 
Washington, D. C., to provide secondary treatment by the end of 1958 with 
further plant improvements to be completed by 1965. In addition, a program of 
Separation of storm sewers from sanitary sewers in the District of Columbia 
to reduce pollution in the Potomac will be completed by the end of 1966. This 
program will cost an estimated $140 million. Virginia communities will keep 
pace with the District in treating its discharges. 


Missouri River—Kansas City metropolitan area (Kansas City, Kans.; Kansas 
City, Mo.; North Kansas City, Mo.) 


The three communities which make up the Kansas City metropolitan area— 
Kansas City, Kans.; Kansas City, Mo.; North Kansas City, Mo—were dis- 
charging municipal and industrial wastes to the stream without treatment, 
causing degradation of the quality of the river’s water which was used as a 
source of public water supplies in a number of downstream communities in 
Missouri as far as St. Louis County, Mo. This created a health hazard to com- 
mercial and recreational users of the river, prevented its full use as a commer- 
cial fishery or for sport fishing, interfered with navigation, interfered with 
actual and potential uses of the river for many industrial uses, and created 
severe sight and odor nuisances which have prevented the use of various river- 
front sites for recreational areas and parks. Below the Kansas Cities, pollu- te 
tion of the Missouri River interfered with its use as a wild-fowl habitat. li 

On December 3, 1957, the Public Health Service held a conference at Kansas | 
City, Mo. The conferees agreed that the offending communities and their asso- q 
ciated industries would provide adequate treatment for their wastes prior to 
discharge, and that the first construction contracts for these remedial facili- 
ties would be let not later than January 1, 1960. The Kansas State Board of C 
Health and the Missouri Division of Health will report to the other conferees 
at 6-month intervals on progress toward the achievement of the goals set at 
the conference. 

Mississippi River—St. Louis, Mo. (Illinois-Missouri) 

Muncipal and industrial wastes discharged to the Mississippi River from the 
St. Louis, Mo., metropolitan area and associated industries have caused de- 
terioration of the quality of the water so as to interfere with its use as a source 
of public water supply in both Missouri and Illinois, for recreation, scenic values, 
pleasure boating, sports fishing, navigation, and commercial fishing. \: 

The Public Health Service held a conference on March 4, 1958, at St. Louis, J 
Mo. The conferees agreed on a time schedule for the construction of waste- gr 
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treatment facilities by the offending sources of pollution which include cities, 
political subdivisions, institutions, and industries on both the Missouri and 
Jllinois side of the Mississippi River. Construction of these facilities are esti- 
mated to cost approximately $150 million. 


Animas River (Colorado-New Mevwico) 


The first session of this conference was held on April 29, 1958, at Santa Fe, 
N. Mex., involving pollution of the Animas River from uranium-milling opera- 
tions at Durango, Colo. The major pollutant involved is radioactive material. 
This is the first time that formal enforcement action has been taken in con- 
nection with this type of pollutant. This pollution creates a potential health 
hazard to users of the public water supplies of Aztec and Farmington, N. Mex. 
In addition, potential health hazards have been created for those using the 
stream for recreational and agricultural purposes. A threat to fish and aquatic 
life may also exist. 

The conferees agreed to conduct a cooperative State-Federal survey of the 
stream in the next 9 to 12 months, after which the second session of the con- 
ference will be held. 


Missouri River—Sioux City, Iowa area (South Dakota-Iowa-Nebraska-Missouri- 
Kansas) 

A conference has been scheduled to be held on July 24, 1958, at Sioux City, 
Iowa. This conference will cover waste discharges contributing to pollution 
of the Missouri River from Gavins Point Dam above Yankton, 8. Dak., to the 
waterworks intake at Omaha, Neb. The principal sources of pollution are 
Yankton, S. Dak., Vermillion, 8S. Dak., Sioux City, Iowa, South Sioux City, 
Nebr., Dakota City, Nebr., Blair, Nebr., and associated industries. 

Pollution of the Missouri River from these sources is reported to: (1) 
cause deterioration of water quality for the public water supply of Omaha, 
Nebr., with associated enhancement of possible disease transmission; (2) cause 
increased concentrations of coliform and other organisms associated with hu- 
man diseases thus constituting a health hazard to recreational users of the 
river; and (3) cause deterioration of water quality so as to create conditions 
inimical to fish and wildlife in the area. 

This conference has been requested by the State Health Department of 
Iowa. 


Lower Columbia River (Washington-Oregon) 

Wastes discharged to the Columbia River by a variety of industries, pre- 
dominantly pulp and paper mills, together with inadequately treated municipal 
sewage from Vancouver, Wash., Portland, Oreg., and a number of other smaller 
communities in both States, pollute the river creating a health hazard to 
bathers and other recreational users of the stream. In addition, the polluted 
waters interfere with sports and commercial fishing and potential industrial 
uses. 

In accordance with a request by the Governor of Oregon, a conference is 
scheduled to be held on September 10, 1958, at Portland, Oreg. 

Mr. Buatnik. We are a little past the time which we have scheduled 
to sit, and we have two more out-of-town witnesses that we would 
like to hear today. The Assistant Secretary will be available for any 
questions that may be necessary, in executive session. 

Thank you, Mr. Richardson, and Mr. McCallum. 

Next we have Dr. Spencer M. Smith, Jr., secretary of the Citizens 
Committee on Natural Resources. 


I am sorry we delayed you, since you have a university assignment. 


STATEMENT OF DR. SPENCER M. SMITH, JR., SECRETARY, CITIZENS 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 


Dr. Smrrx. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

For the edification of the committee, I am the secretary of the 
Citizens Committee on Natural Resources. This is a conservation 
group that was formed in 1954. Prior to any requests being made 
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for the information, we say quite candidly that this organization was 
formed as a lobbying organization, distasteful as that word has been. 
It was formed for a very specific purpose. Many of the conservation 
organizations felt they would be stultified as a result of the Supreme 
Court decision. As a result of that, many of the groups formed this 
organization that could work in behalf of legislation that we felt 
might prejudice some of the old-line conservation organizations. 

From time to time we have been inquired of as to where we get our 
funds, and we will state that very candidly they come from any con- 
tributions we can get. We have never had any trouble as far as the 
reporting of funds is concerned. We have had considerable trouble 
getting funds to report. But despite this and other difficulties, our 
organization has been in continuous operation from 1954. 

T would say to you, Mr. Chairman, as I am sure you are aware, I 
know of no single item that is on the legislative or administrative 
calendars in this year which has excited the imagination of conser- 
vationists as much as this particular bill or measure which you have 
before you. Also it would be important at this time to call the com- 
mittee’s attention to an August 15, 1957, report in the Engineering 
News Record, which I note with some amazement was reprinted with 
the consent of the United States Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Public Health Service, Water Pollution Control Branch. 

The Engineering News Record, in very quick summary form, dis- 
cusses Public Law 660. The question it puts is, “Is Public Law 660 
a success, and have the grants-in-aid stimulated sewage construction ¢” 
They conclude by stating, “The States say ‘Yes’; the municipalities 
say ‘Yes’; and the figures say ‘Yes.’ ” 

I would like, at the discretion of the Chair, to have this made a 
part of the record, along with my comments. 

Mr. Buiatrnrx. Without objection, the statement shall be included 
with your report. 

(The information referred to is as follows: ) 


= 


[Statement submitted by Dr. Spencer M. Smith, Jr., secretary of the Citizens Committee on 
Natural Resources, from Engineering News-Record, August 15, 1957] 


Is Public Law 660 a Success * * * And Have the Grants-in-Aid Stimulated 
Sewage Construction. The States Say “Yes.” The Municipalities Say “Yes.” 
And the Figures Say “Yes.” 


THE POLLUTION ContTroL AcT—A YEAR LATER 


Marc Leggiero, Assistant Editor 


Public Law 660, with its Federal construction grants for sewage works, has 
gone through its first year of life and $38 million—part of the first $50 million 
of a $500 million, 10-year program. 

The 1956 Federal act has a big job to do: stimulate sewage construction in 
the United States and its Territories by paying part of the cost of a munici- 
pality’s pollution abatement project. 

Is it doing so? 

Yes, 

And is it proving an administrative success? 

Again yes. 

As of June 30, end of the program’s first year— 

446 projects had been approved and offered Federal grants 

Total estimated construction cost involved is $166.8 million, with the 
Federal Government’s share at $37.9 million 

141 projects, totaling $54 million worth were under construction, and 4 
projects costing $241,867 had been completed. 
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States, municipalities, and the United States Public Health Service—the 
administering agency—are all pleased with the way the program has gone and 
gives indications of going. 

The States are for it—Checking with a number of State pollution-control offi- 
cials to get their reactions to the Federal grants, has produced almost unani- 
mous praise for the program. 

Although an extremely small minority still contends that the program will 
hinder rather than speed sewerage construction, the overwhelming majority 
gave general assent that the program has supplied a real impetus to added 
sewerage construction. To quote a few: 

Charles E. Carl, director of the sanitary division of the South Dakota De- 
partment of Health: “* * * has undoubtedly given impetus to the sewage- 
treatment-works construction program in South Dakota. A majority of the 
projects [offered grants] have been planned or designed since the Federal grant 
program was established.” 

Clarence W. Klassen, technical secretary, Illinois Sanitary Water Board: “We 
feel that the program has given impetus to added sewerage construction in 
Illinois * * * however difficult to determine based on comparison with other 
years * * * conditions are not the same. We feel that without the program 
construction would have dropped behind * * * because of particularly bad bond 
market.” 

Dr. Berwyn F. Mattison, secretary of health, Pennsylvania Department of 
Health: “Among the 11 projects approved for grants during the 1957 fiscal year, 
we believe that a few would not have proceeded with construction without the 
grant program * * * hoping continuation of Federal construction grants will 
result in a larger number of municipalities constructing * * * who would have 
been unable to finance such projects.” 

The fear that municipalities would hold back necessary construction until they 
could get a Federal grant has not been realized, according to those State people 
who are in a position to know. 

The municipalities are for it—Next step was to check with a number of 
municipalities that had been offered Federal grants. Again, the concensus was 
that the program was a good thing. It could be cynically said that it would 
be a rare municipality that would not be in favor of getting money for nothing. 
But both State officials and regional Public Health Service officials agree that, 
by and large, the municipalities have proved to be exceedingly conscious of 
the goal of the Federal program and have been acting accordingly responsible. 
It was, after all, the American Municipal Association that conceived the Federal- 
aid idea and fought for its inclusion in the law. 

Nvery municipality contacted, without exception, felt that its Federal grant 
had turned the trick in some way. Some would not have been able to build 
without it. For others, it meant the difference between a hardship situation 
and one of minimum comfort in paying for the planned project. And for still 
others, the grant is making possible a faster, more comprehensive, and more 
complete pollution-abatement program than would have been possible had they 
had to go it alone. 

A number of municipalities reported that the promise of a Federal grant made 
the difference between voters approving or not approving a bond issue to finance 
construction of the sewerage project. This is true even where State aid, too, 
is available. In Vermont, for example, some municipalities are able to get out- 
side help for 50 percent of the project cost—up to 30 percent from the Federal 
Government and 20 percent from the State. 

The majority of the grants are going direcfly for construction. There are a 
number of cities, with big programs, that are using the grant to help pay the 
important overhead expenses such as bond-issue financing fees. 

To sum up, municipalities can now build what previously had been im- 
possible, exceedingly difficult, or somewhat incomplete. 

The figures are for it—There was the fear when the law was passed sewerage 
construction would suffer, not gain. It would now seem that this fear may be 
laid to rest. 

The Federal act went into effect July 1, 1956, although its first grant offer was 
not made until December. A comparison of sewerage-construction figures for 
the first half of 1956 with those for the first half of 1957 makes a good case for 
the Federal-aid program as a stimulant to construction. 

Latest ENR sewerage-contract-award figures, for the first 31 weeks of both 
years, make 1957 a better year than 1956—the record year for such awards. 
For 1956, $354.3 million in sewerage contracts were awarded; in 1957, the 
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figure is $341.3 million. However, the 1956 figure includes the $80 million 
Allegheny County, Pittsburgh, Pa., sewage-works project. Substracting this 
from the 1956 figure—and for this comparison, it would seem legitimate to do 
so since such a project comes along but rarely—puts 1957 ahead by nearly $65 
million. And according to ENR projections, by year’s end the sewerage-contract 
awards could top last year’s record high, even without subtracting the Allegheny 
amount. 

Still other figures point to the effectiveness of the Federal construction grants. 
According to USPHS totals, which include only those elements eligible for 
Federal aid—treatment works, interceptors and outfall sewers (ENR figures 
include laterals as well)—1957 is turning out to be a better year than last year’s 
record year. January through June, the 1956 total was $223.7 million; for 
1957, the total is $165.7 million. Again excluding Pittsburgh’s $80 million (con- 
tracts awarded in January 1956), the first 6 months of 1957 are $20 million 
ahead. 

And the clinching argument is that this is being done in the face of unfavorable 
conditions, foremost among which is the tightened revenue bond market, a 
popular source for sewerage construction funds. The rising interest rates have 
been a depressing factor on the volume of new construction work, especially 80 
in the case of smaller communities. 

A special survey made for PHS by an outside consultant showed that 18 
smaller communities in North Carolina, Maryland and Wisconsin met “con- 
siderable difficulty” in selling bond issues for sewage treatment works con- 
struction. This was true even for several of the communities which had been 
assured Federal grants. 

The ENR figures also are a strong argument. They have gone to the high 
level in 1957 even though industrial building and mass housing—major affectors 
of the dollar volume of sewerage contract awards—have dropped off sharply. 


FEDERAL GRANTS FATTEN CONSTRUCTION AWARDS 


Who and what get money.—It had been planned and hoped that the Federal 
aid would make the biggest impact on the smaller municipalities. The act 
provides for the Federal Government to pay up to 30 percent or $250,000—which- 
ever is the lesser—of the cost of a municipality’s sewerage construction project. 
Grant offers would be made upon application by the municipality to the regional 
PHS office for approval. State bodies, and not PHS, would decide which project 
had priority over others in their State for the State allocation. Payments would 
be made in three parts, the last coming with the completion of the project. 

The program’s aims in this respect are being realized. Of the 446 projects 
approved and grant offers made in fiscal 1957, only 38 fall in the $1 million or 
over category. The maximum grant offer of $250,000 has been made to only 43 
of the 446. 

Smallest project for which an offer was made is a $6,430 extension to a 
treatment plant at Unity, N. H. Federal share here amounts to $1,929. Largest 
project is listed at $5.9 million for extensions and additions to a treatment plant 
in the District of Columbia. Federal aid offered is the $250,000 maximum. 

Municipalities with populations of 10,000 or under account for 78 percent of 
the 446 projects and 54 percent of the $38 million. Cities of 50,000 and under 
are sponsors of 94 percent of the projects and have been offered 80 percent of 
the Federal money. The really big cities, of 500,000 or over, hold only 4 per- 
cent of the projects and account for about 7 percent of the Federal money. 

The Federal grants for fiscal 1957 are going for projects that are concerned 
almost exclusively with new sewerage construction. Only 15 of the 446 proj- 
ects entail simply remodeling or altering existing works. Brand new projects 
are the recipients of 334 of the Federal grant offers. The remaining projects 
include some new work or some degree of extension and addition to present 
systems. 

One example is North Dakota’s 19 projects for which Federal grants have 
been offered. All are stabilization ponds and appurtenances—17 brand new, 1 
remodeling and alteration job, and 1 extension and remodeling. 

A very high number—335—of the 446 disposal projects include treatment 
plants. In addition, 78 projects include stabilization ponds. Only 33 do not in- 
clude some sort of treatment works and are instead concerned solely with inter- 
ceptors or outfall sewers. 

Why only $38 million?—Although Congress appropriated $50 million for con- 
struction grants for the first year, fiscal 1957, only $38 million had been com- 
mitted by PHS by June 30, the end of the fiscal year. 
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The reason for this is simply that it took some time for the program machin- 
ery to be set up and operate smoothly. First grant offer came through in De- 
cember 1956, and then they started pouring out. So that, actually, the $38 mil- 
lion was committed in the short period of seven months. 

The $12 million represents money that had not yet been asked for by mu- 
nicipalities in the States for which the allocations had not yet been used up by 
June 30. However, it is permissible under the law for unused funds from 1 
year to be held over and allocated in the next fiscal year. Most of the States 
concerned have already indicated that even though its been a slow start they 
will easily use up last year’s and this year’s Federal money. 

$62 million for 1958?.—When Congress made appropriations for fiscal 1958, 
it cut $5 million, appropriating only $45 million at the insistence of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, which said it intended doing the same for fiscal 1959. 
The Senators did this after the first year’s experience showed that not all the 
States and Territories were likely to submit projects for the full allotment. The 
Virgin Islands for example, says PHS, is not expected to ask for federal grants 
for sewerage construction. 

But this $5 million drop is not likely to deny eligible requests. Congress per- 
initted PHS to set up fiscal 1958 allocations on the basis of $50 million. And 
if such areas as the Virgin Island do not pick up their full allotment, the money 
will be there for those States that subscribe for their full allocation. And 
should it be necessary, indications are strong that PHS won’t have much trouble 
getting supplementary appropriations from Congress up to $5 million before 
June 1958. This then brings potential Federal money up to $62 million for fiscal 
1958. 

Already, on the basis of applications in process, there are unmistakable in- 
dications that all the $57 million will be offered in what is now the current fiscal 
year. 

Since June 30, over 40 grants have been approved. And right now, PHS re- 
gional offices and State pollution control agencies have under review over 600 
applications calling for $60 million of Federal construction grants. In addition, 
municipalities are preparing another batch of projects that will call for some 
$12 million more as the Federal Government’s share. 

So there are in process projects totaling $72 million of Federal aid money. 
However, some of the projects are sure to be ineligible for Federal funds and 
there will also be a number where the voters will turn down a bond issue to 
construct the projects. Therefore, the Federal money that will be available will 
probably cover the projects on hand. 

As far as the States go, they are generally satisfied with the amount of Fed- 
eral aid allocated to their State. The feeling was that, of course, if they were 
given more money, they could use it, but recognized that the Federal program 
was, to paraphrase one official’s statement, merely one tool in the administration 
of the State’s water pollution control program. 

The system’s working—The check with State and PHS regional officials 
showed that while it took some time for the program to get rolling, it is now 
going well and very little additional trouble is anticipated. 

The PHS regional offices—which receive the requests, review and approve 
them, and then make Federal grant offers—are now in high gear and wading 
into fiscal 1958’s lot. Although undermanned and dealing with a new program, 
the regional offices have received high praise from both State and city officials 
for the job they have been doing. They have proved themselves extremely 
eooperative, helpful, and patient, according to reports. 

The time elapsed from time of application to PHS to offer of a Federal grant 
has ranged all the way from 2 weeks to 9 months. However, according to 
PHS officials, 2 to 3 weeks should be the time for untroublesome applications, 
and 3 months the latest for the worst. The important thing is for the appli- 
cant to be thorough, making certain to submit the necessary documents along 
with the application—and being especially certain that financial authoriza- 
tion and the engineer’s report are correct and complete. 

Illinois reports that for its 18 projects, elapsed time from application to 
PHS to grant offer did fall between 2 and 3 weeks for each project. And 
the municipality that waited 9 months tended to blame itself rather than PHS. 

Generally, replies indicated that elapsed time ran from 1 to 2 months, and 
all parties expressed satisfaction. 

Priority no problem.—States report having set up some formal system for 
rating a project’s priority, except for a few States which said it was not neces- 
sary to do so since their allocation covered all requests for grants by munici- 
palities. 
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The priority systems are going smoothly, according to the State officials, who 
also are generally satisfied with their own role in the program. A few did 
comment that the amount appropriated by the Federal Government to the 
States for administering the program ($2 million) should be increased to ease 
their burden. 

Some of the priority systems reported are extensive and elaborate. Great 
weight was found to be given to whether or not the municipality requesting 
a grant was under State order to clean up a pollution condition. Many used 
a point system to come up with a project’s priority. 

Illinois, for example, assigns point values to pollution condition, abatement 
progress (voluntary progress gets highest rating in this category) and pre- 
vention progress. These are then worked with financial need and cost to arrive 
at a priority rating. 

One aspect of the program that both PHS regional men and State officials 
are mutually happy about is that only one body decides priority—the State. 
Thus, the States don’t feel interfered with, and PHS is spared the headaches 
of making that decision. 

All in all then, the end of the first year of Federal aid for water pollution 
control finds all concerned happily anticipating the second. 


PROGRAM IN HIGII GEAR 


For fiscal 1958, there is $57 million of Federal money available—and possibly 
$62 million. 

There are already over 600 projects under review calling for $60 million of 
grant money. 

And another $12 million of projects are being prepared. 


{ Editorial] 
GRANTS-IN-AID ARE WORKING 


Sewage works construction in the United States has been stimulated by a 
well-administered program of Federal Aid. This first appraisal of the construc- 
tion-grants program is drawn in ENR this week (see p. 25) after a check at 
city, State, and Federal levels, and after careful study of the all-important 
contract-awards figures in the sewage-plant field. 

The well-substantiated conclusion that Federal aid is a success after 1 year is 
an important finding first and foremost because this sewage-stimulation program 
has 9 more years to go. But perhaps it is a finding of even broader significance. 

It may be that champions of Federal aid for school construction could profit 
from study of Public Law 660, the Water Pollution Control Act. For while 
school aid failed to pass in this session of Congress, the sewerage-construction 
aid found congressional support readily a year ago. And while one objection 
to Federal aid of any sort is the presumed loss of control to the administering 
Washington agency, there has been little, if any, of this evidenced by the 
cities or States now working with grants on pollution-abatement projects. 

It was not evident from the start that the program would work so well. In 
fact, when the notion of Federal aid to cities first came up, sponsored by the 
American Municipal Association, it appeared in the House bill as a loosely 
specified Federal dole completely lacking in assurances that it could stimulate 
new construction. It simply stated that “the Surgeon General shall make Fed- 

eral funds available for such treatment works, in a manner which will tend to 
“result in a wide distribution of such funds among the several areas of the 
United States’—a most carelessly written provision and one which would have 
led to all sorts of administrative difficulties. 

But in remarkably short time, the sound thinking of pollution-control experts 
was brought to bear on and through the United States Public Health Service for 
the writing of a grants-for-construction provision that is now passing the test 
of application. These experts could support Federal aid only with assurances 
that it would help the cities needing help and thereby stimulate construction 
that might be an unreasonable financial burden on these communities without 
help (ENR June 7, 1956, p. 40). And that, generally, is the kind of aid now 
being disbursed so effectively. 

It is interesting to speculate that because it was written in such haste, the 
water-pollution legislation came out a better law. The point is that the Federal 
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Water Pollution Act formulated only enough details to assure that the objective 
of construction aid would be attained, and left many of the fine points of decid- 
ing who is to get what aid to the States. If there had been more time, we might 
have wound up with a Washington-spun ravel of redtape that would have stifled 
Ssewage-works construction. Instead, there is a minimum of Federal control, 
a maximum of State responsibility, and, it appears, a smoothly functioning, 
effective aid program. 

All who are concerned with this sewerage program—the States, PHS, and 
the cities—are to be congratulated for the way things have started out. And 
as suggested above, there may be others who can profit from study of how the 
cooperating Federal and State agencies have made it work. Last July, when 
it was signed into law, we said the Federal aid to sewage-works construction 
“optimistically can be presumed workable.” ‘This optimism was well founded. 

Dr. Smirn. Mr. Chairman, as we interpret this particular bill, it 
would make five changes in the existing law. 

First, it increases the maximum gr ants to the States from $250,000 
to $500,000. 

Secondly, it permits cities to band together, which has already 
been discussed, for joint projects, where each w ould be entitled to the 
maximum gr unt. 

Thirdly, it permits the reallocation of funds from States not using 
them to States having a backlog of applications. 

Fourthly, it raises the Federal expenditures of $50 million each 
fiscal year to $100 million for each fiscal year. 

Lastly, it raises the aggregate of the entire amount appropriated 
from a half a billion dollars to $1 billion. 

It is our opinion that the operation and success of the present law 
supports these needed amendments. 

I would say to the Chair that we feel in retrospect even more 
strongly in favor of the original Blatnik bill. Additionally, we feel 
the events have borne out this determination. 

Most of us know, and it has been quoted during the hearings so I 
shall not belabor the information already available to the committee, 
the stimulating effect it has given to the States to take significant 
steps to counter pollution. I think the argument that some States 
will hold off, or some municipalities will postpone projects is pretty 
much vitiated by the record of achievement. The argument that 
States will not respond appears ‘ be based on the supposition that 
projects will be postponed until a greater amount can be received 
from the Federal Government. 

I should point out that there was no such restraint prior to the 
enactment of this Federal legislation. Ido not know what they were 
waiting for then. But they were waiting and no action had been 
taken as pollution kept becoming bigger and bigger as a national 
problem. 

It seems to me the bill, as we have it at the present time, with the 
number of projects approved and the amount of State stimulus, or 
municipal or local stimulus, has more than succeeded—probably be- 
yond the fondest hopes of the legislators or administrators. It has 
been most successful. 

For your information, it has not done the job to the extent we 
would like it to do it-—and for very good reasons. 

Our population has been burgeoning. You have only to appear 
in front of the Joint Committee on the Economic Report to hear of 
the expansion of the economy. This means industrial expansion. 
If people and industry increase, then pollution rises. 
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I suspect with all of our good efforts under the $50 million enact- 
ment we are probably keeping about even with the new pollution that 
keeps coming into our streams. If you wish to put a different con- 
struction on it you might say that we might be keeping the backlog 
constant. 

I do not have the statistical proof of such an assumption at the 
present time, but I hope that the committee will permit me at the 
conclusion of what stuttig we are making to make them available to 
the committee for their records. Much of this is relying upon statis- 
tical and empirical information from a variety of sources, and at best 
it would be an estimate, and we would claim nothing more for it. 
But we think we should have it for your deliberations, because it is 
important. In other words, as important as past success has been, 
we still feel, as we have tried to point out in some of the literature— 
and I might say to Congressman Scudder we have been one of the 
strong salesmen for this program—that our present efforts are inad- 
equate. Maybe you might have seen some of our people bustling 
about trying to interest folks in this, because we have been as busy as 
ve can, and we do not apologize for it. 

Mr. Scupper. Will you yield for a question, please ? 

Dr. Smiru. I will indeed, sir. 

Mr. Scupprer. You said we are about holding our own and new 
pollution is developing. Do you not believe that the crux of this 
thing is to pass a law which will stop stream pollution rather than 
trying to remedy it after it has been effected? You say we are only 
keeping even. We are spending $500 million a year of Federal 
money and that is only 30 percent of what is being spent. I think we 
need a law which will stop the polluting of streams. 

Dr. Smrru. I would like that kind of a law but I would like to ask, 
if we attempted that kind of enforcement, what do you do when you 

o into a little municipality and you say, “Here, you have to en- 
orce this law.” What if they do not have the resources in order to 
do it? I submit the reason for some bond issues failing is due to the 
fact that they have limited amounts of money and limited economies 
from which to raise the amounts and they do not have the ability to 
raise the necessary amounts from outside. These are the reasons for 
their failure. 

I think it has a fine baronial flavor to say, let us stop this pollution 
and have these municipalities face up to their problems and obliga- 
tions. I am sure there would be tremendous criticism which would 
take place and stultify any law if we were to throw a community in 
fiduciary difficulty by attempting to enforce that law. 

Mr. Scupper. But the same communities have to put up 70 percent 
of this money under this program. 

Dr. Smirn. 70 percent is different from 100 percent, and it may 
make a lot of difference. I think it has, and the figures indicate it 
has. When we say they are after this free money, I do not think it 
is very good odds to have to spend $7 to get $3. 

Mr. Scupper. If your admission is we are not getting anywhere 
and we are just treading water, I do not think we are accomplishing 
what we started out to do. 

Dr. Smrrn. All I am saying is, you can only do so much with the 
money that has been appropriated. The only reason why we have not 
been doing more is we have not appropriated enough. 
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Mr. Scupper. Then you do not believe in developing a law which 
will prohibit the polluting of streams ? 

Dr. Smirn. I do, but I do not think that law in and of itself will 
be successful in stopping pollution. 

Mr. Scupper. It will help a lot. 

Dr. Smiru. I think it would help, but you need the other too. You 
will not solve this problem with a single sword, but you will have to 
have a lot of weapons. 

Mr. Scupper. If we went ahead and wrote into the law a provision 
to prohibit and put a penalty on the polluting of streams we would 
be getting somewhere, would we not ? 

Dr. Smiru. Lagree. I might add I do not see how the strengthen- 
ing of the enforcement provisions of the act is necessarily an argu- 
ment against the increasing of the grants-in-aid to the various States. 
I see them complementing one another but I do not see that they are 
necessarily a substitute for one another. 

If I may continue, it seems to me this particular program does es- 
tablish ideal relationships between the lecal governments and the 
Federal Government. In fact, I thought this type of partnership 
was keeping within the philosophy of this administration. We have 
been told both in the state of the Union message and elsewhere that 
one of the aims and goals of this administration is for the Federal 
Government to help the localities and to form a partnership to ef- 
fect cooperation. Here is an instance where the cooperation 1s work- 
ing and working effectively. 

Now it seems to be the idea that we should cut it out on the grounds 
that we should turn it back to the municipalities because it is a lo- 
cal problem. It appears we are being told that the people responsible 
for pollution shoul be able to take the necessary effective antipollu- 
tion measures. 

I should only echo what I heard the chairman say recently. How 
have they been doing? Somebody the other day—a very brilliant 
lady author—and I cannot recall exactly from where I quote—said 
she heard it said many times that this was a man’s world and she 
wanted to know how they were doing. Well, it seems to me I have 
heard it quoted many times that this is a city or State problem. All 
I have to ask is how have they done before this time, which is the 
question the chairman raised. This is the test. It is not enough. 

I was surprised to hear the Department say we cannot continue 
to make these determinations on the basis of need. I submit, Mr. 
Chairman, this is one of the most significant bases by which we 
determine action by the Federal Government. Where there is a 
need. The problems usually do not come to the attention of the 
Federal Government until they are very great and they are then na- 
tional problems. 

The mere fact that we could make a justification for the Federal 
Government to go in and undertake every function of a municipality 
simply because “they ‘an’t finance it, does not seem to hold much 
weight. It is a question of degree and the importance of the prob- 
lem. I have a hunch as to what will happen if this bill does not 
pass and if the administration has its way in junking a very success- 
ful program. We will end up with nothing except the pious ‘hope that 
the cities, who have never done it before, will do it in the fu- 
ture. 
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Te proceed as the administration suggests would mean serious na- 
tional trouble. The first thing is the ‘water table will start falling. 
The $10 billion outdoor recreation industry will start falling. In 
your own State and others, Mr. Chairman, you know of the impor- 
tance of the fishing tackle industry and the outboard motor industry ; 
or, better stated, the entire recreation industry. The entire industry 
will be ser iously affected. 

This is small potatoes perhaps to the billion dollar industry that 
is using clean water. When clean water is in great demand and in 
short supply, I submit, Mr. Chairman, there will be pense of spend- 
ing then. ‘There will ’be lots of it, because it will have an adverse 
efiect on our economy. ‘The Democrats may spend gleefully and the 
Republicans somewhat reluctantly but they will both spend when we 
reach that point and there will be very little argument about it. 

That is why I think this measure is a sound and positive approach 
to an economic problem as well as to a health problem, because both 
are intertwined and significant. I only say to you in addition that 
we know 55 million people annually cause about what we would call 
a rise of 15 million units of pollution during the past 35 years. We 
know pollution is not going to continue at the same rate, as fantastic 
as it is—it will be higher. If indeed we believe we are going onward 
and upward to higher levels of prosperity it will be greater than that 
and more difficult to control. 

It seems to me, again, that this is a problem inherently that the 
States and municipalities cannot handle, in and of themselves. They 
should participate, and we think the act is proper in that it establishes 
this participation. 

One of the things I wish to mention in passing is the business of the 
cost of funds. Try to get funds. Anybody who has tried to raise 
funds for school-bond issues knows this problem. What do people say 
about it? What are the interest charges that face them? Are we 
assuming all of the various localities are in the same position eco- 
nomically? Does this mean because some communities happen to re- 
side in areas that are almost on a depressed subsistence basis econom- 
ically they are supposed to take up the cudgel with the same force as 
those in the States of—if I may be so indelicate—California or New 
York? These States have different economic problems. 

I did want to point out that in many instances the particular prob- 
lem of these communities polluting streams is because they do not 
have the resources to prevent it. Certainly one of the bases of Fed- 
eral ere ar is to aid localities so their problems do not become 
the Nation’s. I do not want to seem too pedagogical in this regard, 
but in every economic textbook this principle or idea has become most 
orthodox in dealing with problems of this nature. 

Streams flow through many States. It is incomprehensible to me 
that we can have an individual munic ipality say to another, “We are 
now going to face up to our responsibilities.” First, this assuming 
they will. Unless human nature is different from my observation 
of it, it seems to be that if the problem is not immediately pressing 
upon you few communities will raise their taxes to prevent ‘the dump- 
ing of pollution on their neighbor. I think it is a good Christian 
thing to do but I must reflect, alas, that I am very dubious as to the 
success of such procedure. 
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The practicality is some kind of authority or encompassing au- 
thority which can bridge the gap between the States and munici- 
palities in using the same water resources. This is inherent in this 
problem. 

I will not ask the committee’s attention longer except to say that 
in conservation as of this moment we are not. too happy about the 
debate that went on in the Joint Commission about the fact that 
somehow this academically belongs to the States or municipalities. 
This is a real problem and a serious one. It is going to be a sus- 
taining one and will affect much of our economic and social life. But 
the problem is here, and if we realize this and the magnitude of it 
we must also realize the necessity of action to alleviate it. 

It has been my philosophy, and I hope it is others’ when the munic- 
ipalities or States come upon a problem of significance and national 
importance and they cannot do anything about it or they will not 
do anything about it, but for whatever reason the problem con- 
tinues, then it is up to the Federal Government to do the best job 
it can to try to alleviate it. 

I would add one thing. I was under the impression—and I am 
sorry Mr. Scudder left because I hoped he could offer some light 
on an impression I had, that is, that the California State Legislature 
passed a law saying this is a vital and necessary program and should 
ie’ continued. Since it was passed at the end “Of the session it was 
vetoed because they said there were not opportunities enough to pro- 
vide funds at that stage of the legislative session. But it seems to 
me the California Legislature was presumably representing both 
rural and metropolitan areas, and it did say something very con- 
crete and specific, and the committee’s attention should be invited to 
it. 

I will not take further of your time. I would appreciate having 
the Engineering News-Record available for the committee. Thank 
you very much. 

Mr. Biarnix. It has already been made a part of the record. Dr. 
Smith, I want to congratulate you on an excellent statement. We 
appreciate your patience. Are there any other witnesses who wish 
to make a statement or present a written statement for inclusion 
in the record? If there are none, we have some communications 
which should be made a part of the record. We have wires and letters 
from different civic organizations, universities, and State health 
and sanitation commissions which without objection will be made a 
part of the record at this point. 

( The telegrams, letters, etc., are as follows :) 

MONTGOMERY, ALA., April 28, 1958. 
Congressman JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Washington, D.C. 

Alabama Water Improvement Commission has considered bills introduced in 
the Senate and House to amend section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act, and has endorsed 8S. 3576 introduced in the Senate by Senator Hum- 
phrey and H. R. 11714 introduced in the House by Congressman Blatnik. The 


comlission’s endorsement is contingent upon an increase in the appropriation 
authorization as proposed by these bills. 


D. G. GIL, 
Chairman, Water Improvement Commission. 


26874——-58 6 
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ARIZONA GAME AND FisH DEPARTMENT, 
Phoenia, Ariz., May 15, 1958. 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. BLATNIK: The Arizona Game and Fish Commission and Depart 
ment personnel would like to urge the favorable consideration of H. R. 11714 
and similar bills at the scheduled hearings beginning May 20 before your Sub- 
committee on Rivers and Harbors of the House Committee on Public Works. 
We are certain that the work you and your subcommittee members have done 
on this and comparable legislation has made you well aware of the great benefits 
that have been accomplished for the welfare of our Nation by provisions in 
Public Law 660 and the great need for certain improvements in this worth- 
while program. 

Analysis of the work that has been accomplished under Public Law 660 clearly 
points to the need for a minimum of $100 million for participation in the con- 
struction of municipal sewage-treatment plants in order to further the program 
of eliminating polluted waters from the drainage areas of the Nation, to provide 
conservation of this water resource and permit the public to use additional miles 
of streams and lake shores for recreational use which are now little more than 
open sewage systems. 

We are fully in accord with the proposal to increase the maximum funds pay- 
able to any 1 municipality to $500,000 and to permit 2 or more communities to 
combine grants to build cooperative sewage-treatment facilities. We would like 
to add that various sportsmen’s groups in Arizona have discussed the proposed 
changes in the Pollution Act at their meetings and invariably these people are 
entirely in accord with the increased allocations. 

We can assure you that anything your subcommittee may be able to do in 
support of this measure will receive the expressed appreciation of the sports- 
men of Arizona as well as that of the Arizona Game and Fish Commission and 
Department. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert J. Smiru, Director. 


ARKANSAS GEOLOGICAL AND CONSERVATION COMMISSION, 
Little Rock, May 23, 1958. 
Hon. JoHn A. BLATNIK, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK: It was a pleasure to have been associated with 
you in committee deliberations at the recent National Rivers and Harbors 
Congress. 

I was hopeful that we would have copies of our report for distribution before 
the adjournment of the group, but we did not find them at the table, and I 
assume they did not get duplicated in time. I will write to Mr. Webb and ask 
him to send me several copies. 

I believe the work of this committee is fruitful and I think that the actions 
taken at Washington should be instrumental in indicating to Congress the 
desires of this group for further action with respect to Public Law 660. 

I trust that we may have the pleasure of meeting again next year. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEONARD N. WHITE. 


SACRAMENTO, CaLir., May 22, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, House Public Works 
Committee, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

We respectfully request the hearing record on H. R. 11714 show that the 
California Department of Fish and Game endorses its provisions and urges its 
passage. Public Law 660 has done much to alleviate critical pollution prob- 
lems in California but its limited scope has prevented full and adequate reali- 
zetion of itsintent. H. R. 11714 will accelerate pollution control. 


SETH Gorpon, Director. 
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SAN Francisco, Cauir., May 27, 1958. 
Hon. Jonn A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The Sierra Club, a national conservation organization of 12,000 members 
founded in 1892 by John Muir to aid in protection of the Nation’s scenic and 
wildlife resources, opposes H. R. 12524 as a step backward in pollution control. 
We believe the proposal would deprive the most needful States of the substan- 
tial assistance they must have from the Nation as a whole. Moreover, few 
major streams are mindful of State boundaries. We urge instead a true 
strengthening of the Federal assistance program effectively initiated in Public 
Law 660, 

Davip R. BROWER. 


STATE OF CONNECTICUT, 
BOARD OF FISHERIES AND GAME, 
Hartford, Conn., May 20, 1958. 
Hon. JoHn A. BLATNIK, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Sir: I would like to record this agency as being in favor of H. R. 11714 
and respectfully request that this position be made part of the hearing record 
on this bill. 

Very truly yours, 
LYLE M. THorpE, Director. 


STATE OF COLORADO, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH, 
Denver, April 18, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN M. BLATNIK, 
Member of Congress, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
(Through Dr. R. L. Cleere.) 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BLATNIK: Our division, of the Colorado State Depart- 
ment of Public Health, has been given the responsibility for handling the water- 
pollution-control grants program in this State. Naturally, we are very much 
interested in your amendment to Public Law 660. 

It is our considered’ opinion that the amendments are necessary and desir- 
able. Consequently, we want to support them, and I am bringing this to the 
attention of our executive director, Dr. R. L. Cleere, with the idea of approach- 
ing our own Colorado delegation on the matter. 

Also enclosed is a copy of my letter to Hon. Charles A. Buckley. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. N. GAR, 
Engineer-Director, Division of Sanitation. 


NATIONAI. PARKS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 7, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Conmmittee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BUCKLEY: The National Parks Association has studied 
H. R. 11714, which would increase grants for water-pollution-control measures, 
and urges that your committee hold prompt hearings on this measure. 

Of all our national conservation programs, that designed to clean up America’s 
polluted streams and other waters is among the most urgent. In our opinion, 
it can be solved only by joint Federal-State action, and to accomplish adequate 
results the program must be financed properly. Enactment of this legislation 
would represent a long step forward to realizing that goal. 

We should appreciate notification of hearings when they are scheduled. 

Yours sincerely, 
Frep M. PAcKarD, Executive Secretary. 
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Sport FISHING INSTITUTE, 
Washington, D. C., April 15, 1958. 
CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BucKLEY: The Sport Fishing Institute has consistently 
supported the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and we are extremely 
interested to see that Congressman Blatnik has introduced H. R. 11714 to 
make certain amendments to this act. We feel that Congressman Blatnik’s 
proposal to increase the limitations on grants from $250,000 to $500,000 and 
to allow joint construction of municipal sewage treatment works, are especially 
commendable. 

There is also another major section of H. R. 11714 which provides that the 
total amount of annual funds would be increased from $50 million to $100 
million. This proposal is in line with the original recommendations of the 
conservation groups at the time of the introduction of Public Law 660. 

The Sport Fishing Institute strongly supports all of these provisions and 
we hope that your committee schedules hearings on this bill in the near future. 
We would appreciate being notified when hearings are scheduled so that we 
can testify in favor of the amendments. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert M. Pauvt, 
Eerecutive Secretary. 


AMERICAN PLANNING AND CIVIC ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., May 12, 1958. 
CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. BUCKLEY: We beg leave to record the support of American Plan- 
ning and Civic Association for H. R. 11472 introduced by Representative Melvin 
Price and H. R. 11714 introduced by Representative John A. Blatnik, now 
before your Committee on Public Works. 

One of the most important issues before this Congress is the effort to 
stimulate and insure pollution control to provide pure water for the people 
of the United States. We have noted with approval the program inaugurated 
by the Revised Act of Congress of 1956 and we believe that the pollution bills 
now before the Congress calling for enlarged grants should be passed at this 
session. 

Sincerely yours, 
U. S. Grant 3d, 
Vajor General, United States Army (Retired), President. 


AMERICAN PLANNING AND Civic ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1958. 
Hon. JouHNn A, BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Committee on Public 
Works, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. BLATNIK: Since it is impossible for me to appear before your Sub- 
committee on Rivers and Harbors for the hearing May 20-22, I beg leave to 
lay this letter before the committee. 

Our Committee of 100 on the Federal City, because of its deep interest in 
the Potomac River, is in favor of your bill H. R. 11714. 

We have realized that the $50 million in grants to States and municipalities 
for the construction of sewage-treatment facilities is most inadequate and we 
favor the 10-year, $100 million program. We also favor the increase of maxi- 
mum amount any community may receive from $250,000 to $500,000. 

In view of the fact that pollution problems overlap State boundaries in many 
instances, we believe this is a matter that must be directed from the Federal 
level rather than turned back to the States. 

Respectfully submitted, 
NEILL PHILLIPS, 
Chairman, Committee of 100 on the Federal City. 
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED StaTEs, 
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, House Committee on Pub- 
lic Works, 
New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. BLATNIK: The Chamber of Commerce of the United States rec- 
ommends that Congress recognize the primary responsibility of localities and 
the States for stream pollution abatement by ending the Federal grants-in-aid 
for construction of local sewage-treatment facilities. 

We therefore urge your committee not to approve H. R. 11714 or similar bills, 
but instead to approve H. R. 7156 which would eliminate sections 5 and 6 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

While the national chamber has favored the objectives of the original water- 
pollution-control law and advocated its extension in 1956, we have opposed Fed- 
eral grants for projects which are purely local in character. The grants au- 
thorized under Public Law 660 constitute an unnecessary intrusion of the Fed- 
eral Government into local affairs. 

Much progress has been made since 1948 both in correcting abuses by in- 
dustry and municipalities and in improving methods of pollution abatement. 
That progress is the result of cooperative efforts by Federal and State and lo- 
al agencies and of the willingness of industry in general to tackle difficult 
problems in the public interest. Such progress will continue only if State con- 
trol and local initiative with local responsibility are preserved. The Federal 
grants-in-aid program tends to reverse these progressive steps. 

There is good evidence of non-Federal pollution control activity, not spurred 
by promises of Federal aid. The Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Commis- 
sion, for example, recently reported that sewage-treatment plants to serve 86 
of every 100 persons along the main stem of the Ohio River are now in opera- 
tion or under construction. In 1948, when this 8-State compact commission be- 
gan, only 1 in every 100 people was served by an operating purification facility. 

In another instance, the Pennsylvania Sanitary Water Board recently re- 
ported that during the first 12 years of its clean streams program 131 sewage- 
treatment plants have been built or placed under construction and at least an 
equal amount of progress had been made by industry in that State. 

The national chamber opposes the granting of Federal funds for construc- 
tion of waste-treatment facilities for several reasons. First, there is neither 
sufficient justification nor actual need for Federal grants to local agencies. There 
is no lack of private financing for local public works. The termination of the 
grants program would merely turn all of these agencies back to local sources 
of funds for their capital improvements. 

Second, when the Federal Government offers to provide a substantial portion 
(up to 30 percent) of the funds needed for each sewage-treatment project, a 
community may hesitate to go ahead on its own even though sufficient local 
financing is available. Thus, the Federal grants program may actually deter 
rather than stimulate local initiative. In addition, it penalizes those commu- 
nities which have already financed their own projects. It should be recognized 
that any statistics purportedly indicating an increased volume of sewage-plant 
construction also reflect favorable economic factors other than the input of 
Federal dollars. 

Third, Federal grants for individual local projects, regardless of the number 
or merit of such projects, is an unwarranted use of Federal tax funds collected 
from all taxpayers for the benefit of a few. This procedure is recognized as one 
of the primary evils of our present tax system and it should not be perpetuated. 
As Senator Kefauver recently pointed out: “Pressures come most often and most 
effectively from those who wish to maintain a preferred position under the 
present mish-mash of laws and rules and regulations.” 

The objective should be to reduce the drain of capital and incentives through 
taxation and to prevent Government subsidization of the inefficient and unwill- 
ing at the expense of the efficient and willing. 

The national chamber recommends terminating the Federal grants for sewage- 
treatment construction this year—not next year as advocated by President 
Hisenhower in his budget message. The President pointed out that this is one 
Federal program “that can and should be handled by the States or localities.” 
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He referred to the recommendation of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee 
which called for “complete transfer to the States.” 

In a recent letter to the House Appropriations Subcommittee, the national 
chamber recommended that the 1959 appropriation request for $45 million for 
grants under section 6 of the act be denied. The letter pointed out that funds 
previously appropriated have not been fully allocated and that sufficient funds 
remain available to finance the grants program through fiscal 1959 and the first 
quarter of 1960. We recommended no new appropriation, but continuation of 
grants at the requested level until the entire previous appropriation has been ex- 
pended. At that time Federal and State Governments will have had an oppor- 
tunity to act on the recommendation of the Joint Federal-State Action Com- 
mittee that the States assume this function entirely. 

Instead of amending the Water Pollution Control Act as proposed in H. R. 
11714, we urge Congress to amend it by enactment of H. R. 7156 or a similar 
bill, eliminating sections 5 and 6 of the act which provide Federal grants to 
municipalities and State and interstate agencies. 

I would appreciate having this letter made a part of the record of hearings in 
H. R. 11714 and similar bills. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILEs. 


UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 
Washington, D. C. May 23 1958. 
Hon. JoHN BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House Committee on Public Works, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The United States Conference of Mayors supports con- 
tinued Federal assistance to local governments in their efforts to control stream 
pollution. We particularly recommend that your committee and the Congress 
give favorable consideration to the provisions of your bill H. R. 11714 and the 
bill introduced by Congressman Price, H. R. 11472. These measures would 
remedy certain deficiencies in the present law. 

On behalf of the conference, I want to register strong opposition to the pro- 
posal of the administration that Federal aid for stream pollution control cease 
and that this fuction be turned over the States. The tax resources and the debt 
capacity of our cities simply does not permit them to undertake the financing 
of adequate sewage disposal facilities. What is needed is more Federal as- 
sistance—not less. The reasons which prompted the enactment of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act in the first instance were the failure of the States 
and the inability of the cities to undertake the necessary construction. These 
reasons for Federal participation were valid then and are just as valid today. 

The reversal of the trend toward more and more pollution of the water re- 
sources of the Nation is essential to the well-being of all our people. The pol- 
lution problem will not be met by a piecemeal program. What is needed is a 
continued and expanded nationwide effort. One city or even one State cannot 
do the job. It is futile for a city to spend the vast sums necessary to properly 
dispose of its sewage so as not to pollute the river flowing through it, if a city 
upstream, often located in another State, continues to pollute the stream. 

The demands for water for domestic, municipal and industrial purposes con- 
tinues to grow. At the same time, the supply of water suitable for these pur- 
poses is reduced because of pollution. The United States Conference of Mayors 
supported the enactment of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act in the first 
instance, and today, we urge the Congress to amend the act to provide for a 10- 
year program with an annual authorization of $150 million. We further urge 
that present law be amended to increase the maximum grant to a city for a 
project from $250,000 to $500,000, and to authorize a grant to each city par- 
ticipating in a joint project. If the law is so amended, cities will be in a posi- 
tion to develop long-range pollution control plans and to undertake larger projects 
and joint projects. The law as it now stands gives no assurance that funds will 
be available over the next few years and, by limiting the amount of the grant 
for any one project to $250,000, discourages the undertaking of larger, more 
economical projects. The provision of present law limiting a project to one 
grant regardless of the number of cities participating in the effort discourages 
sound area planning and development. 
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We sincerely hope that the Congress will act at this session to extend and 
improve the Federal program of assistance to the cities for stream pollution 
control. 

We would appreciate your making this letter a part of the record in the 
hearings now being held. 

Very truly yours, 
Ropert FEF’. WAGNER, 
Mayor of New York City, 
President, United States Conference of Mayors: 


COMMISSIONER 9F INLAND FISHERIES AND GAME, 
Augusta, Maine, May 6, 1958. 
Tue COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKS, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sirs: This department of State government wishes to advise you of 
our hearty support of H. R. 11714 (Public Law 660), and the identical bill, 
S. 3576. It seems exceedingly important to us that this pollution abatement 
assistance be continued. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROLAND H. Cogs, Commissioner. 


AuGustTA, MAINE, May 21, 1958. 
Hon. JouHn A. BLATNIK, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly urge passage of H. R. 11714. 
EDMUND S. MUSKIE, 
Governor of Maine. 





APPALACHIAN MOUNTAIN CLUB, 
Boston, Mass., May 15, 1958. 
Re hearing on H. R. 11714 (May 20-22, 1958). 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. BUCKLEY: The conservation committee of the Appalachian Moun- 
tain Club, the oldest mountaineering club in this country, with a membership 
of some 6,500 members, wish to go on record as wholeheartedly in favor (by vote 
duly taken) of the above bill to increase the annual Federal grant authorization 
under the Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, and to increase the funds pay- 
able to municipalities for sewage disposal and treatment works. 

One of the crowning disgraces of our civilization is the pollution of our native 
streams by untreated sewage; and all possible steps should be taken to correct 
this unfortunate condition. This matter comes particularly close to many of 
our members, who regularly use our streams and rivers for camping, canoeing, 
and other recreational purposes. 

Very truly yours, 
MARJoRIE Hurp, 
Chairman, Conservation Committee of Appalachian Mountain Club. 


THE COUNCLL OF SPORTSMEN’S CLUBS OF MASSACHUSETTS, INC., 
Andover, Mass., May 17, 1958. 
CHAIRMAN, HousE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN: The Council of Sportsmen’s Clubs of Massachusetts, wish to 
be recorded in favor of H. R. 11714—for increased appropriations under Fed- 
eral Pollution Control Act; to amend Public Law 660 to increase the maximum 
funds payable to any one municipality of sewage-treatment works. 

Last fall letters were written to all the Representatives in the House serving 
Massachusetts asking that the proposal of the committee to abandon Public 
Law 660 and return control and financing of sewage-treatment works back to 
the various States should be opposed; now the organized sportsmen of Massa- 
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chusetts welcome a bill to increase the amount of money to be allocated for 
pollution-control work. 

Massachusetts passed through a difficult period of water shortage last sum- 
mer, any attempt to eliminate pollution in the rivers of the State has the whole- 
hearted support of sportsmen. 

Cities and towns are more tax conscious than ever, the increasing cost of 
sewage-treatment work would cause any municipality to pause before commit- 
ing the taxpayers to borrowing the staggering amount needed to complete the 
work, only by Federal grants can the work of cleaning up the rivers of the vari- 
ous States be considered. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wirrorp R. Svenson, Secretary. 





MICHIGAN DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
Lansing, May 7, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK: Your general letter, addressed to State con- 
servation or wildlife agency administrators, has been received. 

As you perhaps know, the director of conservation by statute is a member 
of the Michigan Water Resources Commission. As a member of that body, I 
participated in the resolution to endorse the principles of H. R. 11714 which 
will preserve the desirable provisions of Public Law 660. 

I think it can be definitely said that Public Law 660 has had a most desirable 
effect upon the rate of pollution abatement here in Michigan. 

Sincerely, 
GERALD E. Eppy, Director. 


Harsert, Micu., May 14, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. BuckLey: We have been asked by the Committee on Natural Re- 
sources to express our views in regard to the program for the control of water 
pollution. 

This seems to be a very serious problem and we hope that you will support 
the objectives of H. R. 11472 and 11714, also 8. 3576. 

Very truly yours, 
ALBERT T. and PEARL M. NYDEGGER. 





UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN, 
ANN ArBor, SCHOOL OF NATURAL RESOURCES, 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION, 
May 18, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Buckrey:I understand Senate bill 3576 and H. R. 11472 are 
before your congressional committee. I understand these bills would enlarge 
the grants program for helping States and municipalities eliminate pollution. 

In view of the fact that pollution needs to be curtailed at a much faster 
rate, and that there are so many more assistance applications than money 
available, I hope your committee will give favorable consideration to this bill 
authorizing an enlarged program of financing. 

Sincerely, 
Ricwarp L. WEAVER, 
Associate Professor. 


McTaccart & McTAGGART, 
Flint, Mich., May 21, 1958. 


Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, House Public Works 
Committee, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 
DraR CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK: We are writing you at the suggestion of 
Charles FE. Chamberlain, Member of Congress, who has advised us that your 
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subcommittee is presently engaged in hearings on H. R. 11714, which we under- 
stand from Representative Chamberlain would expand the scope of the 1956 
Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660, 84th Cong., 2d sess., ch. 518). 

We have been particularly interested in this law as we are acting as counsel 
for the Genesee County Sewage Disposal District. The Genesee County Sewage 
Disposal District was established by authority and in pursuance of Act 342, 
Michigan Public Acts of 1939, as amended, which act authorizes counties ‘to 
establish sewer and/or sewage disposal improvements and services within or 
between cities, villages, townships, and township improvement districts * * *.” 
At the present time the district is comprised of the cities of Davison, Grand 
Blanc, and Mount Morris and portions of the townships of Burton, Davison, 
Flint, Genesee, Grand Blanc, Gaines, Clayton, Mount Morris, Mundy, and Rich- 
field, all of which lie in Genesee County and consist of densely populated and 
industrialized areas surrounding the city of Flint. 

Following the establishment of the Genesee County Sewage Disposal District, 
the county advanced funds for preliminary engineering and the engineers then 
surveyed the situation and recommended the construction of a single treatment 
plant and transmission system to serve all of the various municipalities within 
the district and estimated the cost of the improvements at $8 million. This 
recommendation for a single system instead of several separate systems for the 
various municipalities was based upon considerations of greater economy and 
efficiency of operation, minimization of health, nuisance, and pollution problems 
and the further fact that there was only one river large enough to accommodate 
the discharge of effluent from a treatment plant, that being the Flint River. 
Thereafter plans and designs were prepared and a site for a treatment plant 
acquired through condemnation proceedings, again with funds advanced by the 
county to the district. It was shortly thereafter that the Congress passed the 
1956 Water Pollution Control Act. After the enactment of this law we wrote 
to a number of persons and agencies concerning section 6 (b) thereof, which 
section limited the amount of the Federal grants to 30 percent of the estimated 
reasonable cost or $250,000, whichever be the lesser. Such a letter was directed 
to yourself under date of March 6, 1957, wherein we complained of what we 
considered the inequity of section 6 (b). To restate our position on that 
matter, we think that the mentioned section has the effect of discouraging 
single sewage disposal systems for smaller municipalities located in close prox- 
imity to each other and moreover that the limitation is very unfair because it 
permits a single governmental unit building a system for its sole use to obtain 
a proportionately larger grant than could a similar unit of government obtain 
if it chose to join with others in the construction of a single system to serve 
all participating municipalities. 

Aside from our complaint as to section 6 (b) we would like to put before 
your subcommittee our basic problem, which is our inability to finance for the 
proposed improvements. While the Michigan act under which we have been 
proceeding provides for the issuance and sale of revenue bonds to cover the 
cost of the improvements, we have learned that it is most doubtful that a bond 
issue in the amount here needed could be sold when there is no existing system 
and, therefore, no present users. It seems that in order to make a bond issue 
attractive there should be an existing facility of some sort which is in use. 
According to our financial consultants it would not be nearly so difficult to 
sell bonds once we were able to get a system in operation. Quite frankly we 
have here in Genesee County one of the most serious sanitary sewage problems 
as exists within our State. As far back as 1949 the Water Resources Commis- 
sion of Michigan recognized the seriousness of the situation here and we are 
enclosing a report made by that commission following a survey of the densely 
populated areas of our county. Needless to say the situation is much worse at 
the time of this writing. 

Basically, then, we are faced with a most serious problem which we cannot 
remedy because of inability to finance the needed improvements. 

We sincerely appreciate the opportunity to bring this to the attention of your 
subcommittee and if there be any further information that we might be able 
to give you in respect to our particular situation, please feel free to call upon us. 

Respectfully yours, 
JAMES D. MoT AaGcGart. 
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City oF VICKSBURG, 
Vicksburg, Miss., May 20, 1958. 





Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman of the Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. OC. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK: I have just read with interest in the May 23 
bulletin of the American Municipal Association of the recent hearing on pro- 
posals to expand and improve the Federal construction-grant program for sewage- 
treatment facilities under the water-pollution control program, Public Law 660. 

I am joining the association in its support of the Price bill, H. R. 11472, and 
request that you please include my letter as a part of the record of the hearings 
on the program. My municipality is most vitally interested in this proposed 
legislation. 

Very truly yours, 















Joun D. HoLtuanp, Mayor. 












THe AMERICAN SOCIETY OF SANITARY ENGINEERING, 
MINNESOTA CHAPTER, 
Minneapolis, Minn., April 20, 1958. 





Hon. JOHN BLATNIK, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. BLATNIK: We have observed with interest your activities in behalf 
of a program of vital importance to the present as well as the future health 
of the people of our Nation, Public Law 660, the Federal water pollution con- : 
trol law, sponsored by you in 1956. 

The United States Public Health Service has done a good job of admin- 
istering the 30 percent Federal fund contribution to antipollution work in order 
to see that the funds have been wisely and effectively expended. 

The Minneasota Chapter, American Society of Sanitary Engineering, is vital- 
ly interested in seeing that the original 10-year projected program as set forth 
in Public Law 660 is carried to completion. We urge addditional research into 
the future fresh water needs of our Nation, with special emphasis placed upon 
protection of our water resources from industrial and municipal pollution. 

Wre are directly concerned with this important program because of our intimate 
knowledge of the dangers to public health due to insanitary water sources. 
Your activities in behalf of this program indicate cognizance of the importance 
of action now to protect our irreplaceable water resources from further de- 
spoilment. 

Sincerely yours, 
KENNETH L. ANDERSON, 
President, Minnesota Chapter. 


CONSERVATION FEDERATION OF MISSOURI, 
Jefferson City, Mo., June 6, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Bucktey: This is to call your attention to John Blatnik’s water- 
pollution bill, H. R. 11714. This bill would double the construction-grants pro- 
gram and greatly speed up the water-pollution-control program. 

The Missouri Federation with 15,000 members is strongly in favor of this 
bill. 

Your help in getting early committee action for the bill will be greatly ap- 
preciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ep STEGNER, 
Heecutive Secretary. 


CIty OF KALISPELL, Mont., May 7, 1958. 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
Representative from Montana, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN: This is to keep you informed of the action taken by 
city of Kalispell in regards to requests for Federal assistance. Please keep me 
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advised should there be any change in the financial assistance offered by the 
Federal Government. 

Applications have been made to the Housing and Home Finance Agency for 
advanced planning assistance on the business-district storm drains and the 
modernization of our sewage-disposal plant. Applications for planning covers 
for our two water reservoirs and a study of the embankment along Woodland 
Avenue will be made in the near future. We have made an application to the 
State board of health for a 30-percent grant for the modernization of our 
sewage-disposal plant. 

This should bring you up to date on actions taken. Any assistance you can 
give wili be appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAUDE WALTER, Mayor. 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
STATE BOARD OF HEALTH, 
Helena, Mont., April 24, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR REPRESENTATIVE BLATNIK: We have your special memorandum of 
April 14 which you kindly sent to all water-pollution-control administrators. 
This information is greatly appreciated. 

We appreciate your interest and efforts in assisting in the solving of stream- 
pollution problems in this country, and we believe the increased funds that you 
propose can be used in the States and localities in resolving these problems. We 
do not believe, however, that the grant made for any project should be increased 
unless the amount of money available to the States is increased proportionately. 
This is especially true in Montana, where Our present annual grant available 
is $503,000, and a single community could possibly make a request that would 
utilize $500,000, leaving but $3,000 for the many smaller communities in the 
State. 

The per capital cost of sewage-treatment-plant construction being higher for 
small-population communities than for large-population communities makes 
sewage-treatment construction in smaller communities a heavier burden than 
for larger communities. Therefore, we believe that funds should be available 
so that small communities will receive their fair share, rather than a single 
community, which could be the result if the ceiling for grants was raised to 
$500,000 and the funds available to the States were not increased. 

The Federal funds which have been made available, primarily through your 
efforts, have been of a great deal of assistance to many communities in Mon- 
tana that were faced with serious sewage-disposal problems which for various 
reasons were not resolved by the community until funds were available to aid 
in the construction of their sewage-treatment plant. We are looking forward 
to the day when every community in Montana, together with all industries, 
will have proper sewage disposal of adequate size. 

Sincerely yours, 
G. D. CARLYLE THompson, M. D., 
Acting Executive Officer. 


THE METHODIST CHURCH, 
MONTANA CONFERENCE, 
YELLOWSTONE DISTRICT, 
Billings, Mont., May 24, 1958. 
Rep. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
House Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Buckiey: This is to request you to give all possible assistance to 
the water pollution control measures before your committee. Even in Montana, 
where population is relatively sparse, we are beginning to have serious pollution 
problems. A cooperative program involving Federal and State Governments can 
end this dangerous situation. 

Respectfully, 
RoGeR RosIson. 
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LINCOLN, NEsBR., May 19, 1958. 
Mrs. MARGARET BEITER, 
Clerk, House Committee on Public Works, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Nebraska State Board of Health endorses the general principles of Con- 
gressman Blatnik’s bill on water pollution control legislation, H. R. 11714. There 
is still much to be done in not only Nebraska but the entire United States in 
the matter of abating of water pollution. Undoubtedly considerable study was 
made before the original bill was drafted which called for $100 million appro- 
priation annually for construction grants. Reducing this to $50 million was 
undoubtedly an economy measure and has since been shown to be inadequate. 
We therefore endorse the appropriation of $100 million annually. Even though 
the increasing of a single grant from $250,000 to $500,000 will have great effect 
upon our State, we believe that the number of large projects for the country is 
such that great benefits would be derived. We therefore, also endorse this phase 
of the bill. 

iven though not included in this, Mr. Blatnik’s bill, it is suggested that the 
individual participation be increased from 30 percent to at least 50 percent. Most 
of the projects needing attention in Nebraska are in communities where finances 
are a definite problem. The 30 percent now being appropriated is a definite 
help, but we are sure that if the increase was made to 50 percent or more. 
progress could be made much more rapidly and many projects that are now 
waiting financing could receive immediate attention, leading toward construc- 
tion. 

We therefore respectfully request that the bill receive favorable consideration 
as it now stands and that the grants be increased from 30 percent to 50 percent 
per project. 

E. A. Rocers, M. D., 
Director of Health, Nebraska State Board of Health. 


STATE OF NEVADA, 
Fisu AND GAME COMMISSION, 
Reno, Nev., May 22, 1958. 
Mr. JoHn A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee House Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLATNIK: On behalf of the Nevada Fish and Game Cou- 
mission, I am writing in support of H. R. 11714 as it pertains to strengthening 
of Public Law 660, the Pollution Control Act. 

We feel in Nevada that this pending legislation is a very important step in 
the right direction in protecting and cleaning up our rivers and streams through- 
out the Nation. Unless prompt action is taken, a great natural resource is 
going to be lost to the Nation as a whole and will only cost additional money 
to try and salvage it in the future. By the prompt action of both your com- 
mittee and the Congress of the United States, a very fundamental forward step 
can be taken in the protection and improvement of our water resources for 
the future. 

We urge your favorable consideration of this bill. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK W. Groves, Director. 


NEW JERSEY STATE LEAGUE OF MUNICIPALITIES, 
Trenton, N.J., May 27, 1958 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, The Rivers and Harbors Subcommittce of the House Public 
Works Committee, House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeEaR Mr. BLATNIK: The New Jersey State League of Municipalities repre- 
senting 97 percent of the entire population in New Jersey endorses H. R. 
11472. 

Although several municipalities in New Jersey have benefited from the Fed- 
eral construction grant program for sewage-treatment facilities under the 
water pollution control program, Public Law 660, this aid has not been suf- 
ficient to enable our municipalities to carry out badly needed construction 
projects. 
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We believe that the increase in Federal grants proposed by H. R. 11472 will 
be of considerable benefit to municipal government in New Jersey and will 
make possible the construction of projects which heretofore have been im- 
possible. 

We respectfully solicit your favorable consideration of H. R. 11472 and we 
request that this letter be included as part of the record of the hearings of the 
Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the House Public Works Committee. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert H. Fust, Evecutive Director. 


CitTy or Dover, N. H., June 2, 1958. 
Congressman BLATNIK, 
Ohairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee of the House Public Works 
Committee, United States Congress, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK: The city of Dover is presently engaged in a 
major sewage-disposal project which will be financed by a grant under the 
provisions of Public Law 660, 84th Congress. In a separate and earlier project, 
now nearing completion, the city is participating in a similar way. The en- 
gineering plans for the major undertaking are expected to be in their completed 
form by the end of June, and it is our intention to place the project under con- 
struction at the earliest opportunity thereafter. 

The basic reason for our being able to proceed is the fact that Federal finan- 
cial assistance was made available by the Congress during the latter part of 
1956. It would be an unbearable hardship on not only Dover, but the many 
other communities in the State which are involved in this problem, if Federal 
aid is suspended or reduced. 

I have been informed by competent authority that there are very few States 
in the category which now offer any form of financial aid to municipalities in 
this matter of stream-pollution abatement. This was a major factor in the 
Federal Government having entered the field of assistance to communities con- 
fronted with the problem of financing sewage-treatment plants and I can see no 
valid reason for a departure from this policy. 

I am aware of the recommendations of the joint Federal-State action com- 
mittee and regard their conclusions to be completely impracticable. In the first 
instance, there is no assurance that the tax revenues released to the individual 
States under the proposal as offered by the community would, in fact, be ap- 
propriated by the legislature for pollution-control purposes. 

Second, the anticipated revenues would be sufficient in the case of only a few 
larger States to finance the needed work. 

Third, the Federal Government has a very real responsibility to continue the 
assistance program for the reason that our more important streams are inter- 
state in character and thus there is a clear Federal responsibility involved. 

Fourth, in enacting Public Law 660, the Congress virtually guaranteed that 
the program would be carried on for a 10-year period. Any departure from this 
policy at this time would constitute a repudiation of the Federal Government’s 
agreement to participate in this most necessary effort. Any interruption of the 
grant system now could only result in grave damage to the pollution-control 
projects which have been stimulated by Public Law 660. 

What really is needed is an expanded and liberal program at the Federal 
level with supplementary assistance from the States. In this respect it can be 
said there is very substantial interest in a State grant in New Hampshire. A 
preliminary report to the legislative council, which is advisory to the legislature 
recommends a companion grant of 20 percent by the State. Thus, the com- 
munity would absorb 50 percent of the cost and the other 50 percent would be 
borne by the State and Federal Governments. Even with this help there are 
sizable expenses which the community will bear because only the treatment 
phases of the project are eligible for grant assistance. 

This is the objective at which we are aiming, and from my personal contacts 
and observations elsewhere in the State, this attitude is shared by most munici- 
pal officials who have been in a position to evaluate the problem. 

Speaking for the city of Dover, I heartily endorse the amendments to Public 
Law 660 which are contained in the Price bill, H. R. 11472. Adoption of this 
legislation will have the effect of further accelerating the program and enabling 
hard-pressed communities to face up to the serious problem of pollution control. 
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Will you please include this letter as a part of the record of the hearings on 
the program? 
Sincerely yours, 
MELVIN F.. Morrison, Mayor. 


STATE OF NEw HAMPSHIRE, 
FisH AND GAME DEPARTMENT, 
Concord, May 8, 1958. 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK: We have received a copy of H. R. 11714 which 
you have sponsored in the 2d session of the 85th Congress. 

We feel under the provisions of Public Law 660 that the results to date in 
terms of new sewage plant construction have been very gratifying. 

In our opinion the modifications which are contained in the proposed legisla- 
tion would materially improve the present law inasmuch as greater flexibility 
and equalized assistance would be made possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
RaLpu G. CARPENTER 2d, Director. 


THE STATE OF NEw HAMPSHIRE, 
New HAMPSHIRE WATER POLLUTION COMMISSION, 
Concord, May 6, 1958. 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. BLATNIK: We have received a copy of H. R. 11714 which you have 
sponsored in the 2d session of the 85th Congress. 

As you know, this commission has been working under the provisions of 
Public Law 660, 84th Congress, since August of 1956, and the results to date in 
terms of new sewage plant construction have been very gratifying. Very im- 
portant advances have been made by the communities of Goffstown, Derry, Dover, 
and Jaffrey, largely because of the availability of financial assistance. A num- 
ber of the major cities as well as smaller municipalities are now engaged in 
engineering investigations and financial assistance in the matter of construction 
is undoubtedly anticipated. 

Quite recently the fiscal committee of the New Hampshire Legislative Council, 
investigating the subject of financial assistance to communities required to in- 
stall disposal systems, reported widespread support from the community level 
endorsing this proposal. It is our understanding that the fiscal committee has 
filed a favorable preliminary report in the matter. 

In our opinion the modifications which are contained in the proposed legisla- 
tion would materially improve the present law inasmuch as greater flexibility 
and equalized assistance would be made possible. 

It might be of interest to you to make note of the Congressional Record of 
Thursday, February 27, 1958, wherein the Honorable Senator Styles Bridges 
obtained permission for the printing of our statement relative to Public Law 
660. 

Very truly yours, 
WILiiAM A. Hearty, Technical Secretary. 


ALBANY, N. Y., June 20, 1958. 
Hon JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the Public Works 
Committee, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Lack of sufficient Federal funds for construction of community sewage sys- 
tems has seriously retarded control of water pollution in New York State With 
the present allotment exhausted, those communities ready to construct must wait 
until additional Federal funds become available rather than starting work now. 
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Therefore, I strongly urge support for H. R. 11714 to increase the Federal 
Government’s contribution under the Water Pollution Control Act. 
Epwarp T. DICKINSON, 
Commissioner, New York State Department of Commerce. 





Re H. R. 11714.. 
NEw YorK, N. Y., May 20, 1958. 
Hon, CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


Since the enactment of Public Law 660, the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act of 1956, the construction grants have stimulated unprecedented buildings 
of needed municipal sewage-treatment works. If the job of realistically reducing 
pollution of the Nation’s waters by municipalities is to be done, this program 
must be continued and expanded. I therefore recommend the speedy enactment 
of the Blatnik bill, H. R. 11714, which would increase the maximum grant from 
$250,000 to $500,000, and authorize the appropriation of $100 million per year. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT F’, WAGNER, Mayor. 


THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL HEALTH OFFICERS, 
Richmond, Va., January 30, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Buckiey: The Association of State and Territorial Health Officers 
has a vital interest and responsibility in the health of all our citizens. For this 
reason the association, on occasion, considers certain legislation or appropriations 
pending in Congress. 

At a recent meeting of the Association certain resolutions and recommenda- 
tions were passed, one of which is enclosed with the request that it become a 
permanent part of the Congressional Record. It is our hope that your committee 
will give this material serious consideration and that favorable action will be 
taken when such legislation is brought before Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
Mack I. SHANHOLTz, M. D., 
Secretary-Treasurer. 





THE ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL HEALTH OFFICERS, 
Richmond, Va., June 3, 1958. 
Hon. JouHn A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, House Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR Mr. BLATNIK: Enclosed is a copy of a resolution adopted at the annual 
meeting of the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers in November 
1957 on water pollution control. 

The association’s stand on water pollution control is clearly stated in this 
resolution. 

Sincerely yours, 
MACK I. SHANHOLTz, M. D., 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


RESOLUTION No. 4. FEDERAL GRANTS FOR WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 


Whereas the Federal sewage treatment works construction program has been 
a highly satisfactory joint municipal, State and Federal endeavor, achieving 
the goals set forth by the 84th Congress in Public Law 660 in abating water 
pollution ; and 

Whereas the increased activity in sewage treatment plant construction due 
to the program has materially aided in the abatement of pollution problems 
throughout the Nation; and 

Whereas there still continues to be a serious water pollution problem amenable 
to relief by Federal grants; and 
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Whereas this program, while primarily designed to provide more adequate 
sewage treatment facilities has also exterted and continues to exert a significant 
influence upon the improvement of the quality of the Nation’s water supply; 
and 

Whereas this program is contributing significantly to the betterment of 
interstate relations, health and recreational facilities of the people of this 
country ; and 

Whereas continuation of this construction grant program will eventually 
eliminate the pollution problem in this country in the time specified by the 84th 
Congress: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Association of State and Territorial Health Officers at its 
annual meeting with the Surgeon General, assembled, November 3-8, 1957, 
That Federal grants for the water pollution control program be continued 
up to the total amount authorized under the terms of Public Law 660, 84th 
Congress ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to the Surgeon Gen- 
eral, to the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and to appropriate congressional committees concerned with such legislation. 





THE NortuH CAROLINA WILDLIFE FEDERATION, INC., 
Raleigh, N. C., May 26, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, M. C., 
House of Representatives Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. BLATNIK: Your proposed revision of Public Law 660 as set forth 
in H. R. 11714 would, if enacted into law, permit a more determined and realistic 
fight against sewage pollution in America’s streams and rivers and would make 
a successful conclusion to this fight possible within the forseeable future. 

The North Carolina Wildlife Federation, consisting of sportsmen from all over 
the State, does strongly support this important bill and we request that our 
support be noted in the record of the hearings of this legislation. 

Yours very truly, 
TURNER W. BATTLE, President. 


NortH CAROLINA STATE BoArp oF HEALTH, 
STATE STREAM SANITATION COMMITTEE, 
Raleigh, May 16, 1958. 
CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WoRKS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: Information has recently reached us to the effect that your com- 
mittee will begin hearings on H. R. 11714 on May 20, 1958. 

This bill contains proposed amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act which would increase the Federal funds authorized for carrying out the 
sewage treatment works construction grant program from $50 million a year 
to $100 million and would increase the maximum amount for any one project 
from $250,000 to $500,000. In this connection it is not our plan to appear before 
your committee; however, we do wish to offer the following statement in sup- 
port of this bill. 

Our experience in North Carolina with the Federal grant program under 
Public Law 660 has convinced us of the necessity of continuing the grant pro- 
gram as well as the desirability of increasing the funds authorized for such 
grants. Frankly, we have found the grant program to be quite effective in 
accelerating sewage treatment works construction by our municipalities. Each 
year since the grants were made available this office has received applications 
requesting grants totaling more than the grant funds allocated for use in North 
Carolina. In fact, municipalities in the State filed 29 applications requesting 
grants from any funds which may be made available during fiscal year 1958-59. 
These applications represent grant requests of $3,408,862 for projects having a 
total estimated cost of approximately $20 million. Obviously, all of these appli- 
cations could not be approved for grants since North Carolina’s allocation 
amounts to only about $1,270,000 annually. This has created a backlog of 
approximately 20 projects, the construction of which is being delayed while the 
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applicants wait for Federal funds to become available for assistance in financing 
such projects. 

Each of the above projects is essential to the protection of our water re- 
sources. Therefore, our fundamental problem lies in the fact that insufficient 
grant funds are being made available to support all of the applications for 
eligible sewage treatment works projects. Needless to say, this is not a desir- 
able situation inasmuch as the protection of our water resources from pollution 
should and must proceed as rapidly as possible if we are to keep pace with 
population and industrial growth and at the same time improve existing stream 
conditions. For these reasons we sincerely hope that your committee as well as 
the Congress will provide the necessary leadership in the field of water resource 
protection by giving favorable consideration to H. R. 11714. 

In conclusion, I should like to emphasize that this program has been exceed- 
ingly well received by the municipal officials of North Carolina and that its 


administration by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has been 
most satisfactory to all concerned. 


Sincerely yours, 


E. C. HusBARD, 
Director, Division of Water Pollution Control. 


OKLAHOMA OvuTDOoOoR CoUNCIL, INC., 


Stillwater, Okla., May 17, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN BLATNIK, 


House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. BLaAtNtIK: The Oklahoma Outdoor Council are very much in favor 
of H. R. 11714. We have seen it work in a few instances here in Oklahoma, and 
feel that if it is amended as you suggest it will whip the sewage pollution prob- 
lem in a few years. 

We would like to have this letter made a part of the hearings scheduled by 
the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee for May 20-22. 

Sincerely, 


E. BE. TOWNSEND, President. 


SaLeM, OreEG., May 13, 1958. 
Senutor RicHARD NEUBERGER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


H. R. 11714 amending Federal Water Pollution Control Act would be of great 
assistance to Oregon in obtaining construction of needed sewage treatment 
works to abate pollution provided that amount authorized for construction 
grants is appropriated. Experience in Oregon to date indicates that grant 
requirements for projects that are ready to go. Construction grants have been 
of material value to smaller cities many of which could not have financed 


projects without Federal assistance. I urge your support of this amendment 
before Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors next week. 


Rosert D. HoLtMeEs, Governor of Oregon. 


STATE OF OREGON, 
OreEGON STATE BoArD or HEALTH, 


Portland, May 22, 1958. 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 


Congressman, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. BLATNIK: I should like to bring to the attention of your Subcom- 


mittee on Rivers and Harbors two actions which were taken by State and inter- 
state water pollution control administrators in their conference with the Sur- 
geon General last February, both relating to the Federal Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act. 

The first is a resolution which was adopted and which reads as follows: 

“Whereas construction of sewage-treatment facilities aided by Federal grants 
under Public Law 660 and financed in large measure with local funds is not 
only contributing to the reduction of water pollution throughout the United 
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States, but likewise has a profound effect in stimulating both on-site and off-site 
employment ; and 

“Whereas Federal-grant funds made available by Congress for fiscal year 
1958 were sufficient only to place under construction less than half the number 
of projects for which plans were completed ; and 

“Whereas consideration is being given by the Federal Government to provide 
funds for a public-works program to stem unemployment: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That a high priority be extended to the construction of sewage- 
treatment facilities in any contemplated Federal-aid program of public works 
because 

“1. A backlog of such projects is in the design stage in every State of 
the Nation and could be readied for an immediate start on construction ; 
and 

“2 Construction of such projects would expedite pollution control efforts 
and provide vital safeguards for the Nation’s water resources.” 

The second action was an expression of opinion which was adopted by those 
present as follows: 

“It is the concensus of the majority of those present that a governmental 
program for construction grants has been helpful in the stimulation of sewage 
works construction and in the abatement of water pollution ; and furthermore, it 
is recommended that such a program be continued.” 

Our experience in Oregon during the past 2 years has indicated that the 
amount of funds available for Federal grants have been sufficient to meet only 
approximately half the requests of applicants for projeets that are currently on 
a ready-to-go basis; and we have been unable to reduce by any appreciable 
amount the backlog of projects needed to abate water pollution. Such Federal 
funds as we have had have been most helpful to the smaller communities in the 
State, many of which would have been unable to finance their projects without 
Federal assistance. 

It is hoped that your committee will take early and favorable action on 
H. R. 11714 in order that funds will be made available so that the construction 
of sewerage treatment works projects can be undertaken at an early date during 
the present construction season. 

Respectfully yours, 

CurtTIss M. Everts, Jr., 
State Sanitary Engincer. 


ROSEBURG, OREG., May 22, 1958, 
Hon. JOHN BLATNIK, 
Congress of the United States, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Strongly urge passage of H. R. 11714 polution abatement much needed here 
CHARLES §S. COLLINS, 
Oregon Wildlife Federation. 


HARRISBURG, PA., May 21, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on River and Harbors. 
House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

The Pennsylvania Sanitary Water Board strongly supports the provisions of 
H. R. 11714 calling for the allocation of funds to individual municipalities in a 
joint project the reallotment of unobligated funds and the increase in the appro- 
priation authorization to $100 million annually. 

C. L. WILBAR, Jr., M. D., 
Secretary of Health and Chairman, Sanitary Water Board. 
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TrexAS WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
Austin, Tex., May 20, 1958. 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear ConGrRESSMAN: Enclosed is copy of letter to the House Public Works 
Committee in support of your bill, H. R. 11714, to amend and extend Public 
Law 660. I am also mailing a copy to our Texas delegation in Congress. 

I have contacted our State public-health officials, the League of Texas munici- 
palities, and others, urging that they also write letters and send telegrams in 
support of this legislation. 

I enjoyed immensely working with you on the industrial water use, pollu- 
tion abatement, wildlife, and recreation committee at recent meeting of the 
National Rivers and Harbors Congress and, when I can be of service to you, 
kindly let me know. 

Most respectfully yours, 
J. BE. Sturrock, General Manager. 


TrExAS WATER CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION, 
Austin, Tex., May 20, 1958. 
Re H. R. 11714, by Blatnik, to amend Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
Public Law 660 
PuBLIC WoRKS COMMITTEE, 
House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeEAR Sir: Clean, safe water is an essential ingredient to America’s water 
resource development program. Clean water is as necessary as dams to store 
water, channels to make our streams navigable, and contour farming to prevent 
erosion. 

Most of our streams are polluted. Major rivers are gravely affected and the 
problem is Nationwide. About 43 percent of our Nation’s cities and 57 percent 
of its industries discharge raw waste into nearby water. The United States 
Public Health Service estimates a pollution load in our rivers greater than the 
raw sewage from 150 million people in spite of 6,700 municipal and 2,600 in- 
dustrial treatment plants. Pollution is costing America at least a billion dollars 
a year, according to the United States Public Health Service. 

Outstanding progress has been made under the provisions of Public Law 660 
providing Federal assistance to communities for the construction of pollution- 
abatement works. The construction program under Public Law 660 has stimu- 
lated the greatest treatment-plant construction in our history. However, the 
Bureau of the Budget and the President have recommended that no funds be in- 
cluded in the budget for fiscal year 1959 for implementation of the program 
provided for by Public Law 660, thus failing to recognize the clear Federal 
responsibility for participation in solving a national problem. 

Due to the increasing urgency of pollution-abatement work and the growing 
need for larger Federal assistance to the States and communities affected, we 
urge the committee’s favorable consideration of H. R. 11714, by Congressman 
John A. Blatnik. 

Respectfully submitted. 

J. E. Sturrock, General Manager. 


CACHE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Logan, Utah, May 15, 1958. 
Representative CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 


House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BUCKLEY: Our undersigned committee of the Cache 
Chamber of Commerce has been working on a stream pollution abatement pro- 
gram for the past several years and is keenly aware of the urgency of water 
conservation. Our committee is unanimous in urging the passage of the fol- 
lowing bills: H. R. 11472, H. R. 11714, and S. 3576. 
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Anything you can do to expedite passage on the above will be a valued 
service to the country and will be appreciated by our group. 
Very truly yours, 
MERRILL PETERSON, 
Chairman, Sewer and Sanitation Committee. 


COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
COUNTY OF FAIRFAX, 
FAarrFAax, VA., April 28, 1958. 
Hon. JoHn A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK: I enclose herewith copy of resolution adopted 
by the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va., requesting that 
additional funds be provided for allocation to the States for construction of 
pollution-abatement works. 

Very truly yours, 
CARLTON C. MAssEy, County Executive. 


At an adjourned meeting of the board of county Supervisors of Fairfax 
County, Va., held in the board room in the county office building at Fairfax, Va., 
on Wednesday, April 23, 1958, the following resolution was adopted: 

Whereas there is at this time a marked and unusual increase in unemploy- 
ment; and 

Whereas there is within the Washington metropolitan area and elsewhere 
throughout the United States an acute need for construction of works to abate 
present and prevent future pollution of interstate streams: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of County Supervisors of Fairfax County, Va., 
recommends and advocates that the amounts authorized by the Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act Amendments of 1956, Public Law 660, 84th Congress, for 
allocation to the State for construction of pollution abatement works—to wit, 
$50 million per annum—he increased so as to become a major part of any 
Federal public-works program and that the same be implemented by adequate 
appropriations to the end that the obvious national and local needs for stimu- 
lating employment and pollution control may both be thereby met. 

A copy—teste: 

[SEAL] Epna A. BICKSLER, 

Clerk of Said Board. 


RICHLAND Rop & GUN CLUR, INC., 
Richland, Wash., May 19, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. BLaAtNIK: The Richhland Rod & Gun Club, Inc., Richmond, Wash., 
recommends immediate extension of Public Law 660 subject to the necessary 
revisions to make it more workable. 

Increasing the maximum funds payable to any one municipality or group 
of communities should be based upon need. The provision for funds should 
not be substituted for normal and expected municipal responsibility and efforts. 

The club further recommends that the industry be assisted in its effort to 
control and abate pollution through educational and tax writeoff programs 
or similar financial assistance. 

The hearings should develop the optimum term of the extension. The club 
favors a continuity of program. Much effort has been lost in the past 25 years 
because of on-and-off Federal and Federal-State pollution-control programs. A 
long-term plan and program should receive your serious consideration. 

The club appreciates this opportunity to make the foregoing recommendations 
and suggestions. 

Yours very truly, 
L. S. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Pollution Committee. 
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SEATTLE, WASH., May 20, 1958. 
Congressman JOHN BLATNIK, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The National Council of State Garden Clubs, Inc., in national convention as- 
sembled, voted today to endorse bill H. R. 11714 to increase appropriation from 
$50 million to $100 million annually for construction grants-in-aid for an acceler- 
ated pollution-control program. National Council supported original bill 
2 years ago. 

Mrs. GreorGE L. SWEARINGEN, 
Legislation Chairman. 


Mr. Biarnix. The hearing for today is recessed and the committee 
will continue hearings tomorrow morning, Wednesday, May 21, 1958, 
at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the subcommittee recessed until 10 
a. m., the following day, Wednesday, May 21, 1958.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MAY 21, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Hareors, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a, m., in 
room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik, chair- 
man of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Buarnix. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors of the 
House Public Works Committee will please come to order. 

We continue this morning hearings on H. R, 11714 and related 
measures to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 

Our first witness this morning is an old friend, and a good friend, 
Mr. David B. Lee, State sanitary engineer of the State of Florida, 
representing the ¢ ‘onferenc e of State § Sanitary Engineers. 

Mr. Lee, we welcome you before this committee again and recall 
very well the excellent and helpful testimony and valuable informa- 
tion and suggestions you gave us in earlier hearings, leading to the 
adoption of Public Law 660. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID B. LEE, STATE SANITARY ENGINEER OF 
THE STATE OF FLORIDA, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE CON- 
FERENCE OF THE SANITARY ENGINEERS 


Mr. Lee. Thank you, Mr. Blatnik. 

Gentlemen and members of the committee, I am David B. Lee, 
State sanitary engineer of Florida. 

Today I represent the Conference of State Sanitary Engineers, an 
organization comprising the chief sanitary engineers of the 48 States, 
the District of Columbi: a, Alaska, Hawaii, “Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands. 

This conference, in executive session on May 7, 1958, in Washington, 
D. C., unanimously adopted a resolution endorsing the amendments 
contained in House bill 11714, and recommended them to you for 
your serious consideration for their approval. 

During the latter part of the calendar year 1957 and the early part 
of 1958, three members of the Conference of State Sanitary ‘ingi- 
neers contacted all of the above-mentioned States and Territories ask- 
ing for their estimates of sewage-treatment requirements for the years 
1957-58, 1958-59, and 1959-60. 

You have attached to this testimony this summary of these results, 
and I am going to give them to you in very brief summary. 
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This shows the sewage treatment requirements in million dollars 
for these 3 fiscal years. This summary is broken down into 20 East 
Central States, 17 Western States, and 9 South-Southeastern States. 
These columns indicate what the Federal allotment would be under 
the present appropriations, the number of projects per year, the proj- 
ect cost and the Federal share, if adequate funds were appropriated. 
The last series of columns indicate the total number of projects, the 
project cost, and the Federal share for each of the three areas and the 
totals. From the totals you will note that there are expected to be 
3,187 sewage treatment projects built for the next 3 years, with the 
total project cost of $1,627,500,000, and if Federal funds were avial- 
able, $296 million could be used in grants. 

The first figures I quoted did not include the State of Illinois, who 
submitted to me recently a further figure from which the total would 
be $1,806 million. But assuming and taking the original figures I 
quoted you, with a total expectancy at the present -ate of appropria- 
tions $45 million per year, or $135 million for the 3 years, it may be 
observed that we would need 2.19 times as much appropriations. 
These figures are presented to you as the best estimates available in 
the United States insofar as the need and projected projects to be 
constructed in the next 3 years. 

I say that, gentlemen, with due modesty, as far as the State sani- 
tary engineers are concerned, because they are a group of people 
who are as close to this problem as any other 48 or 53 people in the 
United States are. 

Much criticism has been leveled at section 6 of Public Law 660, 
implying that this program was retarding the construction of sewage 
treatment works. I would like to state that it is my opinion that the 
increase of bond interest from 1950 to 1957 has been the impediment. 

The speaker made a study of interest rates of various sections of 
the country, including the Middle West, Northeast, and Southeast. 
In every case, I found that the interest rates had increased from 
approximately 1.5 to 2 times as great as they were in 1950-51. 

Frankly, in my opinion, and based on the charts—in the document 
which I will present for the record based on the charts on which 
I published an article—this has been the impediment. 

In closing, I would like to point out that for every Federal dollar 
that is granted on these projects, there will be spent between $4 to $6 
of local moneys, which is a — indication of the value. 

This program has been of great value to the States and municipali- 
ties and we strongly urge that you pass favorably on these 
amendments. 

This program would be an even greater asset if assurance could 
be made for the 10-year author ization. ‘Then the States and munici- 
palities could sechedule their pr ograms accordingly. 

Mr. Blatnik, with your permission may I enter into the record one 
page of testimony on the Florida situation ? 

Mr. Buatntk. Yes, please. 

Mr. Ler. I would like to speak briefly of the Florida situation. 

Mr. Buatnrk. Just for the record at this point, Mr. Lee, you are 
testifying as the State sanitary engineer for the State of Florida? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. And prior to that I was speaking for the Confer- 
ence of State Sanitary Engineers. 
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I would like to speak briefly regarding the Florida situation and 
state that this program has been of great value to the State of Florida. 
During the past 2 years that this program has been in existence we 
have allocated under our priority system 17 projects. The first year 
we received 39 applications totaling something like $57 million, of 
which the Federal share would have been approximately $5,200,000. 
Had funds been available, we could have allocated the 5.2 million, 
and for every Federal dollar there would have been 10 Florida 
dollars spent. 

It is not in my statement, but that means for oe y project that 
is built in Florida—that does not mean sewage treatment plants 
alone, but it is the total project—for example, in Mr. Rogers’ area 
of Fort Lauderdale, where they have about a $5 million program, or 
+4 million program. So on the basis of the $250,000 they are spend- 
ing something in the order of more than 10 Florida dollars. 

In our second year of operation we received 21 applications, of 
which the Federal share would have been in the order of $3,500,000. 
Many of these 21 applications were renewed from the first year, when 
we did not get funds. 

It is expected we will have applications for the coming fiscal year, 
1959, totaling something like 28 projects, which we know of at this 
moment. Yesterday morning we received another one from Titusville. 
We have not yet roe notified the cities of any appropriation or avail- 
ability of funds, but we seldom notify our cities until Congress acts. 
Therefore, it seems to me we will have another banner year of applica- 
tions, and $910,000 does not go very far. 

Mr. Buarnrk. Is that amount of $910,000 your annual allocation 
from the Federal grant funds ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That was the first year, and we got $907,000 the second 
year. So in round figures you can say $910,000. That is correct. 

The Florida League of Munic ‘ipalities endorsed this program, as 
well as many Florida cities. It is one of their main planks of the 
Florida League of Municipalities. 

As State sanitary engineer of Florida I would like to go on record 
also as urging that these amendments may be given favorable con- 
sideration and speedy passage through Congress, in order that. this 
additional tool—and this is an additional tool—can be kept available 
to protect our greatest natural resource—water. 

I will now attempt to answer any questions or elaborate on any 
point your committee may wish to ask. 

Mr. Buarnirk. Thank you, Mr. Lee, and thank you for your state- 
ment, first on behalf of the Conference of State Sanitary Engineers 
representing all of the States and Territories, and secondly in “behalf 
of your State of Florida. 

Mr. Lee, with regard to this Conference of State Sanitary Engi- 
neers, could you tell us just what they do? Are they in Ciena 
charge of these water pollution control programs, or are they on the 
operating end? Could you give some idea of how they function, and 
what their experience w ould be with this program ¢ 

Mr. Ler. The State sanitary engineer throughout the majority of 
the States—and I am using a broad territory here—has general sup- 
ervision of their water and sewage and industrial waste disposal. 
Practically all of the States in the Union—I feel sure all of them— 
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have basic laws now which come either under the jurisdiction of the 
Conference of State Sanitary Engineers or the water pollution con- 
trol authority, which in the majority of the cases, if there are two 
agencies they are in the State health department. It is the same thing. 

These officers administer the water pollution control programs of 
the United States. It is their responsibility under their State health 
officer just to do that, that is, to administer it, and to enforce the reg- 
ulations, and set up the criter ia, and pass upon the design, and exer- 
cise some additional water pollution contro] authority for the protec- 
tion of the drinking water that is used, and which you and I drink, 
Mr. Blatnik, and w hich you are probably getting for less than 10 cents 
a ton. 

Mr. Buarnik. You stated it is your belief, and the belief of the Con- 
ferences of State Sanitary Engineers operating in all these States, 
- Public Law 660 was not retarding the construction of sewage 

reatment. works, which is the charge which was raised quite fre- 
mete? in opposition to, or in objection to this program. 

Would you be willing to state just what it does do, if it does not 
retard it? Does it have any effect in facilitating the construction pro- 
gram? 

Mr. Ler. I had the privilege of appearing on a panel with 4 or 5 of 
the water-pollution-control administrators, of which all but one had 
been opponents to this program. They all admitted in this panel that 
they had been pleasantly surprised; that it had been an incentive, 
although there had been some impediment in the first year; that some- 
body w vould hold back, but they had found it had become ihe incentive 
and they were all—I will not use the words “getting on the band- 
wagon”—but they had all gotten to where they were endorsing the 
program. 

Two weeks ago, in the 4 days that the conference met here, I hap- 
pened to be chairman of the legislative committee of it, and I inquired 
of the men if any of them had any objections to these amendments, 
or any objection to the operation. Every one of them said this: They 

said it has helped us and if it is taken off the books and if it should stop 

it will be one of the greatest disasters to water-pollution control and 
water-pollution abatement that has ever hi appened in the United 
States. 

Mr. Buiatnix. Did your conference discuss the recommendation by 
the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, and by the Presi- 
dent, that this is one of the functions which should be turned back to 
the States? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir, we did not. We are for Public Law 660, and 
House bill 11714. There was some discussion of the Joint Federal- 
State Action ae, and some water pollution control administra- 
tors took some action. I did notify our government through my State 
health officer of our position on it, but no official action was taken. It 

was generally an individual operation. We just come out on it and 

say, “Here is the need, and here is what we need.” 

T think these figures you have here confirm the same figures that 
you started off with 2 years ago, when we needed $100 million to start 
this program with. I think this is basic confirmation that we needed 
that. 

Mr. Dootry. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness a question ? 
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Mr. Biatnixk. Just let me ask this question first. 

In addition to the thought that this would retard Public Law 660, 
there was also expressed earlier the fear that the Federal Government 
is moving into and encroaching or beginning to take over what is sup- 
posedly a State function. Would you have any comments to make 
regarding your working rere as a State official with State 
responsibilities and State powers, and your relationship with the Pub- 
lic Health Service? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. I am happy to state that for the 1714 years I 
have been chief engineer, I have had the most pleasant relationships 
with the United States Public Health Service, as well as other Federal 
agencies. I have absolutely no feeling of concern about the Federal 
agency taking me over. I am a States’ righter and I feel very strongly 
on it. 

In the operation of this particular program I know of no rule, 
regulation, or policy that the Public Health Service has put into 
effect or operation that is contrary to my operations. The folks I 
deal with are sanitary engineers. I think we all think very similarly 
with the same type of philosophy. I think it is what I would call an 
aid and assistance to the States. 

I will go a little further than that to say that several of the State 
engineers whom I have talked to have expressed much the same feel- 
ing. There are always going to be a few rough spots among my 
own staff, but in the overall picture it is very healthy, and there is 
absolutely no feeling that the Federal Government is going to take 
us over. I think we have the last word, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Buarnix. It was our original intent, although this was a joint 
operation between the Federal Government and the States and com- 
munities and municipalities, that the Federal Government did have 
some share of responsibility in providing for the pollution control, 
but the major share of the responsibility, and the burden of it, would 
fall on the shoulders of the States and municipalities. 

It seems from your figures that is the way it has been working out, 
with the States putting in three and a half to five times the amount 
of money put in by the Federal Government. 

Mr. Ler. A lot of people, Mr. Blatnik, said some of these cities 
will not move ahead without Federal money. I wish I could have 
written a statement after I got to thinking about it, but Florida has 
built 5 or 6 plants during these 2 years without this. I can name 
Neptune Beach, Defuniak Spring, and Havana. They are three very 
small communities I know of that had their plants under construction 
or on the drafting boards when Public Law 660 was passed, and I 
told them the President issued this declaration, and those who could 
should continue with it, and they went right ahead. 

Mr. Bruarnik. Mr. Lee, Congress is going to be faced with a choice 
which will have to be made at the end of the year, and certainly be- 
tween now and a year from now at the very latest, as to whether to 
agree to or to accept the administration’s recommendation to drop com- 
pletely the program in Public Law 660, or to carry it on, and, 1f pos- 
sible, to raise the level of Federal appropriations to the original $100 
million estimate which we felt was the minimum basic amount needed 
2 yearsago. That is the choice. 
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Do you feel that the program has been working, with the exception 
that the funds have been insufficient to meet the needs? 

Mr. Lez. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Biarnrx. What would happen if it should come to pass that 
the Congress would agree with the administration’s recommendation 
and drop the program, and if it were turned back to the States? 

Mr. Ler. I just said I think it would be one of the greatest disasters 
in pollution abatement we have ever had. The record shows—and 
I do not have it with me—that pollution has increased. This is the 
first time that we can show some results in the way of domestic pol- 
lution abatement, and show some progress in that direction. 

I think if this were stopped there would be some States that are 
going to grab the bits in their own hands and go forward, but in the 
total overall picture we are going to be handicapped under the old 
philosophy that the cities will sit back and say, “Well, we had some 
back in the WPA days, and we had a small program then, and then 
we had the 1955-57 era. Now we are going to wait for the 1975 
era, when we have 200 million people in the United States.” So, 
therefore, we will fall down in our eycle again, and I think it would 
be a disaster in water-pollution control and water-resource control. 
Water is the greatest asset we have in this Nation. It has been told 
to you, and you know it. We have just so much water, and if we do 
not use that water with wisdom, we are not going to have any water. 

he same thing is true in my State. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Biatrntk. The gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. Rocers. I want to commend Mr. Lee on his statement. I know 
that he has been very active in this entire field, and he knows whereof 
he speaks. In our own State with our tremendous growth problem 
we have had the pollution of our waters and streams increased, and 
this problem has been pointed up there. 

I wanted to ask Mr. Lee first, in Florida do you feel this program 
really has been an incentive to the communities there to move ahead, 
or has it actually held them back? 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Rogers, in the State of Florida it has been such an 
incentive that I would refer you to the record of 2 years ago. I 
used such names as Apalachicola, Belle Glade, Belleview, Callahan, 
Cocoa Beach, Eau Gallie, Milton, Okeechobee, Wauchula, and Wild- 
wood. 

Gentlemen, those are smal] communities, and I would say your guess 
would be as good as mine. In 10 years you might reach the point, 
and you might not reach it in 10 years. It is a terrific incentive. 

Mr. Rocers. But they have moved ahead and done something with 
this as an incentive ? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. The contracts are let for the majority of 
the 17. 

Mr. Rogers. I know you are familiar with the Hill-Burton Act, 
the hospital bill. 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Do you feel this program is somewhat like that, where 
it has been an incentive to the building of hospitals? 

Mr. Lee. I think it is similar. If my opinion were asked, I think 
30 percent is too small, because you take some of the towns that need 
it most and they are having trouble getting the 70 percent. Wau- 
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chula is one. If the formula were changed—and I am not suggesting 
at this late date in Congress it be changed—but if it were changed 
to the Hill-Burton Act formula you could work the formula on that 
basis. 

Mr. Rogers. But in our own State, has the pollution problem 
increased ¢ 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. It has not increased ¢ 

Mr. Lee. In our own State I am very happy to report in 1947 we 
had the domestic equivalent of 900,000 people dumping their raw 
pollution into the streams of the State of Florida. In 1957 we had 
only 400,000. We cut the population equivalent down more than 50 
percent. Yetthe State had doubled in population. 

We have design capacity in sewage-treatment plants alone for 120 
percent of the sewer population. In other words, 63 percent of the 
total State population has sewage-treatment plants available, and that 
is of the whole State population of 4.3 million. 

You mentioned the growth of Florida. This will happen to every 
explosive place in the Nation. Florida expects to have 8 million 
people in the next 12 years, which means we will grow at a rate 
twice as fast as we have in the last 12. If we do not have some 
incentive or something to help these communities meet the problem 
of sewage alone, we will have trouble with water supply, streets 
and lights, and the total utility field. Pollution is the most important, 
in my opinion. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dootey. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Dootry. Mr. Lee, one thing that has troubled me is this: Do you 
feel that the contribution on the part of the Federal Government 
limited to $500,000 is adequate, or is it penalizing those larger enter- 
prises? You mentioned one of $5 million. We have several like 
that in my community. It is all right for the small sewage-disposal 
plant, but for a large one it seems as though it is inequitable. 

How do you feel ‘about it ? 

Mr. Ler. May I ask you, sir, do you mean the $250,000 should be 
raised to $500,000 ¢ 

Mr. Dootry. To $500,000. It seems too small an amount. For 30 
percent it is not equitable. 

Mr. Ler. I think in the large ones, if I can be so bold as to say 
that—in the large ones when we are getting into programs of $15 
million and $20 million I think the $250,000 or $400,000 is not going 
to make or break the project. 

Mr. Dootry. I see. But it does not seem equitable. 1 think they 
should get more on a percentage basis instead of limiting it to $500,000. 

Mr. Ler. I agree with you, and I wanted two large ones. If this 
500,000 limitation goes through it is going to set me up for a group of 
projects, because they will be ready to. get in. I happen to be a small- 
town boy, and I think smalltown communities ought to get it. 

Mr. Doorry. I am a smalltown boy too, but I am from a big 
county spending $20 million on sewage-disposal plants now in inter- 
state projects in Connecticut and New York. 

Mr. Ler. Are you from New York? 

Mr. Dootry. Yes. 
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Mr. Ler. The reason why I would like to expand this plan is this: 
I do not know how you financed yours. 

Mr. Dootry. Bonding. 

Mr. Ler. I am no fiscal agent, but most of ours are financed on 
revenue-producing certificates, with a sewage-service charge. 

Mr. Dootey. Yes. Wedothesame. 

Mr. Lez. The Honorable Paul Rogers just stepped out and I wanted 
to say Fort Lauderdale, which is in his district, happens to be the 
largest project in Florida that got a grant. They are the largest city. 
Most of them are small. But when it comes to the $250,000 or $500,000, 
if your fiscal agent will look and see how little difference there is in 
the sewer-service charge, he will see that that quarter of a million 
dollars will represent in the $15 million or $20 million program not 
more than 10 cents a month more. So a little town like Apalachicola 
will get $65,000 out of $217,000 they need, and that will make or break 
the project. 

Mr. Dootey. My point is, it will be a greater incentive if the Fed- 
eral Government said they would contribute 30 percent, regardless 
of how much the project will cost, rather than limit it to a certain 
figure of $250,000 or $500,000, which it will be if the amendment goes 
through. I think that would be more equitable. 

Mr. Ler. If you want to deal with equity, I cannot debate that, but 
I still happen to come back to the position, and I would like to stand 
on my position, that I would like to see them set a ceiling, because I 
would hate for this nine-ten or eighteen-twenty, if it is doubled, to 
come to Florida, and one big project like Jacksonville will come 
through and bite it all off. 

Mr. Dootry. I see your point. 

Mr. Ler. I would like to see this go through. 

Mrs. Burren. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Dootry. Yes, Mrs. Blitch. 

Mrs. Burren. I would like to ask the gentleman from Florida if 
there is any evidence that the State may take action on this such as 
most States have under the Hill-Burton Act, and anticipate the 
program ? 

Mr. Ler. Mrs. Blitch, I am not familiar with any States taking ac- 
tion under the Hill-Burton Act and contributing any money. Is that 
true? I donot know. 

Mrs. Burrcu. They have for the hospital program under the Hill- 
Burton Act. I do not know if all States are participating as much 
as the Federal Government is. 

Mr. Ler. My understanding of the Hill-Burton Act was that the 
community or county or political subdivision would put up 45 per- 
cent, and the Federal Government would put up 55 percent. 

Mrs. Burrcu. This happened in Georgia. The State passed enacting 
legislation to participate in the Hill-Burton program. There was a 
State limitation on the participation at that time. The State par- 
ticipation was set at a maximum of $250,000. So the Federal funds 
piled up and various small communities could not participate. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Mrs. Buircn. So we introduced State legislation then that is ex- 
actly like the chairman’s proposed legislation here on a Federal level, 
to increase the State’s participation to a maximum of $500,000, which 
enabled the larger cities then to take advantage of construction under 
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the Hill-Burton Act where they could not before because of the limita- 
tion of funds. 

Lam for this program all the way. 

Mr. Ler. You know, you are a native of Florida right up there at 
Waycross. 

Mrs. Burrcu. We still can’t get hold of those people who are on 
their way to Florida and still go down there, and some of our own 
people have settled in Florida, too. Maybe it is wishful thinking, but 
[ believe as this program grows, there will be more direct State par- 
ticipation in this program. I know, under the Hill-Burton Act, the 
small communities were really the last to benefit under it. Now they 
are in it, and we are seeing hospitals built in small communities in 
Georgia, and they are filling a great need. 

My own little native town of Homerville has a Hill-Burton hospital, 
although it was a long time getting it, because they felt they could not 
participate because of the situation you just described. However, now 
they have have one, but at the start of the program those Federal 
funds which were there were not being used because the larger com- 
munities which could afford to partic ipate could not get as much as 
$500,000. 

Mr. Ler. In the operation of Hill-Burton in Florida, I do not have 
any direct control over it, but I participated left-handedly on some 
laboratories connected with it. We have gone to cities and counties, 
and they have contributed money and come up to meet the formula. 

Again in Apalachicola, or Franklin County, I think the ratio was 
65-35 there, because the economy of that county is very low. They are 
participating there. 

You pose a question that I think the States would back up this 
program in general. 

Mrs. Burrcn. They were slow in taking the Hill-Burton program. 
I know our State took 2 or 3 years before the State had legislation to 
participate in it. 

Mr. Ler. A few States have some assistance; very few. Most of 
them are tied in with this formula here, if I recall correctly. 

I would not dare dispute as to the wisdom of our State legislature, 
but I do point out that the chamber of commerce notwithstanding, we 
had a little cooler winter this past winter than we had in the past 10 
years, and many of Mr. Dooley’s friends did not come and stay as long 
as they did in the past. Therefore we are suffering a 5-percent reduc- 
tion in general operating expenses for the remainder of this biennium 
until the sales tax comes up. So, based on that, I would say the chances 
of the Florida Legislature coming through with even $900,000 would 
be rather remote. 

Mrs. Burren. I would say this, Mr. Lee: Your State, along with 
mine, has passed a sales tax. I think ours is even more stringent than 
the State of Florida’s. In that way all the people have been partici- 
pating in a vast program of school building and hospital building, and 
the construction of other projects that are “heeded b: adly by the people. 
Many States have not felt they could pass that kind of legislation, and 
they have not done it. 

I think there has been a real failure on the part of the States to go 
ahead and meet their own situations in that field. 

Mr. Ler. I appreciate that, Mrs. Blitch, and we do it in Florida. 
[ feel actually in Florida we have met ours with as much help as we 
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could. In our total water-pollution-control program in the last 3 years 
we have spent something like $300 million in sewerage and_ sewage 
treatment. Mr. Albert Cole of the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency spoke the other day of the whole Nation coming out in what 
we call a septic-tank scramble, or urban scramble or metropolitan 
scramble, and that is happening in Florida. 

So I think again $100 million appears to be peanuts in the total 
water-resources program of the United States. 

Mrs. Burren. I agree with you. 

Mr. Ler. I think it is a great incentive and I think if it is stopped 
it will be a disaster. It may not be a catastrophe but it is going to be 
a real impediment to the future growth of a lot of areas, because we do 
not have more than that same amount of water. You must remember 
that. 

Mrs. Burren. Mr. Chairman, what is the Federal participation an- 
nually in the Hill-Burton program ? 

Mr. Biarnix. The total amount? 

Mrs. Burren. Yes; annually. 

Mr. Buatnik. I believe $121 million has been requested for fiscal 
year 1959 by the administration. 

Mrs. Burren. With $121 million on the Federal level and the States’ 
participation along with that—and I believe the Federal level is 3314 
percent—that really has built hospitals. You cannot see those sewers 
go underground, but the thing about hospitals is that you can see 
them, and so the program of water pollution may have a little more 
difficulty being sold on the local level. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buiatnix. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. We have heard a lot about States rights. Of course, 
many of us have a very sincere outlook on States rights. Some accom- 
modate their feelings about States rights to conform to their own per- 
sonal interests and it has been one of my fundamental concepts as to 
how far we should go in Federal participating programs—lI believe 
the State should lend its assistance to the community rather than the 
Federal Government. 

When the bill was first brought up for extension and to put teeth in 

the law to enforce sanitary conditions, where a State did not have 
jurisdiction. We have all the laws we need in the State of California 
to enforce the law. We were enforcing the law, the Federal assist- 
ance did cause the cities to step up their program for taking care of 
sanitary conditions. It was only natural that when Federal funds 
were inade available many cities took advantage of the program. 
_ Maybe we have gotten out too far to stop; maybe it would be an in- 
Justice to the cities that did not get in on the ground floor and take 
advantage of this offer if we stopped; there is, however, an injustice 
being done the cities that, prior to the enactment of this law, developed 
their own sanitary systems at their own expense. 

I recognize the fact that, with the impetus behind this program and 
the Federal money to be expended, you have been able to sell the cities 
on the advantage of going ahead under this prgram because it would 
save 30 percent in the cost of their project. 

I would like to ask what percentage of the cities in Florida are being 
helped through this program? Is it a matter of the city with the best 
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promotional program? Is it some new city which is growing? Is it 
some new subdivision that is being assisted in the construction of a 
sewer system that the subdivision itself should have to construct? Or 
are they old cities that have had a need for sewage disposal and really 
need money from this fund? I would just like to know. 

Are they the older cities or are they the new cities that are taking 
advantage of this program / 

Mr. Ler. Both. 

Mr. Scupper. I know the new cities would, because the promoters 
would take advantage of such an offer. 

Mr. Lex. I would say it is running about 50-50. When you define 
new cities I would assume you are sort t of defining—— 

Mr. Scupper. New subdivisions. 

Mr. Ler. Subdivisions now without political subdivisions ¢ 

Mr. Scupper. No. 

Mr. Ler. Within political subdivisions. Let us take Long Key, 
which happens to be in the district of Hon. William Cramer. That is 
what I would term, Bill, a kind of new area. It has been there for 
years but just in the last explosion—in the last 6 or 7 years—it has 
mushroomed just very rapidly. 

Mr. Cramer. The cities finally got together and consolidated. 

Mr. Ler. That is right, and made an entire district project. It is 
a rather large one as a matter of fact. Then you take an old town like 
Apalachicola which exists primar ily « on shellfish and oysters, and where 
their total income is very small, on on oysters and shrimp, and 
what have you. That is an old town. Take Belleview, south of Ocala, 
which is a new town. Callahan, north of Jacksonville, is an old town. 
Cocoa Beach—you don’t have to tell me—it is an old property but a 
new town with a missile range. It is more explosive than the term 
implies. Fort Lauderdale is an old but a new town. New Port 
Richey I would declare isa sort of anold town. It has potential growth 
and is growing at the moment. Wauchula is an old town 

So I would say, Mr. Scudéer, it is both. 

Let me point out this, Mr. Scudder, which you mentioned about 

California in one of your dissertations. This table predicts a need 
for California for the next 3 years for construction of $198 million of 
which the total Federal grant needed to support the construction 
should be $30 million, and. they have uder the present program only 
$6.2 million. In other words, the unmet needs would be $24.1 million 
in your State of California. 

The question in your mind and in my mind is how many of those 
States would go ahe: ad if this program is not continued. I do not know 
either, but I w ill say in Florida towns such as New Port Ric hey, Perry, 
Wauchula, and Wildwood, and those smaller communities which are 
contributing their share of pollution, might come through in 5 or 10 
years, but right now they cannot because growing pains are rather 
serious in our State. 

Mr. Scupper. In other words they would be insolvent if they had 
to put ~ the 30 percent ? 

Mr. Ler. They would not be insolvent but they would just not go 
ahead with this program. That is something I have never understood 
about the philosophy ‘of mankind. It is a little bit deeper than this 
committee but why is sewage treatment and pollution abatement the 
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last thing thought of in the overall program of life. We can get 
water running into subdivisions—whether it is good water or not, but 
they never holler about pollution or building septic-tank overflows 
until the raw sewage gets into the ditches, and ‘then it is too late. 

And with all of the work your States are doing and all of the work 
our State is doing theze still remains so much to be done. Bill Cramer 
knows on the high-water tables what would happen to them if we had 
not built 136 sewage-treatment plants in the subdivision alone, which 
has nothing to do with the Federal Government. That is just the 
municipalities ; 136 of them serving 1 million people out of our 4 mil- 
lion people. What would happen if we had not put those in? 

Mr. Scupper. That has always been my contention in this program: 
That a city will do everything which will benefit them but not “when 
it comes to stopping the damage being done to their neighbor, which 
is their responsibility very definitely. I was mayor of my hometown 
and we built a good sewer system and a good disposal plant. We paid 
for it out of our own taxpayers’ money. I think it is the proper thing 
to do. 

No city or no manufacturing plant has any right to contaminate 
their neighbors’ water. I believe we will continue to have pollution 
until we have a law that is enforceable and which allows us to see 
that the law is enforced. 

We have to have enough teeth in the law to cause its enforcement 
and stop pollution because, as the gentleman testified yesterday, you 
are not making much of a dent in this problem and pollution is in- 
creasing faster than you can ee it. We are not doing our proper 
duty on 1: this committee if we are allow’ ing that to exist. This law was 
written to stop water williakion, not to build sewage-disposal plants. 
It was to stop pollution. 

Mr. Cramer. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scupper. I am through. 

Mr. Buatrnrk. I do not want to rush you because we have an excel- 
lent witness here but I do wish to call the attention of the committee 
to the fact that we have about 6 more witnesses and 1 hour to go. 

Mr. Cramer. I did want to make a little comment. I, of course, 
have known Mr. Lee for some time and I know of his very great in- 
terest in this program as well as his interest in the sewage problems 
throughout the State of Florida as well as on a national basis. I want 
to congratulate him on his extreme interest in it and for the statement 
he has made which I think helps to illuminate what the problem is. It 
shows one thing which is gratifying to all of us who supported the 
initial act, whic h is that it has substanti: lly accelerated and served as 
an incentive for the sewage-treatment work which, as you expressed 
it, and I think it is true, is the least colorful of public-works projects 
and, therefore, the hardest to get off the ground. 

I see your testimony together with other information I received 
indicates the number of applications i in Florida is 43 totaling about 
$63 million. To what extent is that an acceleration as a result of this 
program over previous years? Just approximately / 

Mr. Ler. I would say, Mr. Cramer, that that is probably about a 30 
or 40 percent increase in interest. It is about a 50-percent increase in 
construction because, if we get 17 plants built in this program in the 
1 period, that is going just about to double our normal plant operation, 
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because we are going to get those towns which we would not have 
gotten otherwise. 

Mr. Cramer. To what extent is this program used? As I gather, in 
Florida most of it so far has been used in smaller communities. To 
what extent does this 30-percent Federal participation make feasible 
projects in these smaller communities which, without the 30 percent, 
would not be feasible from the standpoint of financing? 

Mr. Ler. You mean percentagewise, what towns would not have 
gone ahead ¢ 

Mr. Cramer. Of what value is it in that? 

Mr. Ler. That would be 100 percent in Apalachicola. I think 100 
percent in Belle Glade and Bellview, and Callahan would never have 
moved. 

Mr. Cramer. Not from the standpoint that they did not want to do it, 
but they could not do it because of the lack of economic feasibility 
without 30-percent Federal participation. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. I would say out of 17 grants we have recommended 
under our priority system no more than 2 of those communities, or 
maybe 3 out of the 17, would have moved, in 5 or 10 years. 

Mr. Cramer. Let me ask you this question. What is the criteria 
for determining the priority of these projects ? 

Mr. Ler. First, public health needs. Second, the cost of the facility. 

Mr. Cramer. You mean whether it costs a lot or a small amount? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. The one that costs the most gets the most number 
of points. The economic status of the community. I arrive at the 
economic status of the community by using the median income of that 
community derived from the 1950 census. 

Mr. Cramer. Is that favorable or unfavorable? That is, if it has a 
a sound economy, or if it needs help. 

Mr. Ler. It is pretty true. We work in the community and know 
the community. It is the only thing I have been able to find that is 
srinted that I could stand on without too much criticism. C oming 
book to these small communities, their per capita median income hap- 
pens to be low and that means they ought to get it. 

Mr. Cramer. That is the point. If there is a need from the stand- 
point of income and inability to finance it themselves, that gives them 
a higher priority ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. What are the other criteria ? 

Mr. Ler. I have a fourth criterion. Those that are ready to go. 
I give them an extra point or two. 

Mr. Cramer. Are these criteria pretty well established throughout 
the country ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes; they are. 

Mr. Cramer. From what I gather Florida is using all of its present 
allotment ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Mr. Cramer. To what extent are other States using their total allot- 
ments ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I think all but 3o0r4. Iam guessing now. 

Mr. Cramer. All but 3 or 4 States. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Cramer. Let me ask you this final question. I think the gentle- 
man knows of my past interest in this program. I have some reser- 

‘ations at this point with regard to the extent to which it should be 
expanded and to which it should be a Federal responsibility. The 
gentleman, I am sure, is familiar with the President's recommendation 
concerning turning back this responsibility to the States and with it 
the 4 percent telephone tax, that is, 4 percent of the 10 percent Federal 
telephone tax, or 40 percent of the telephone tax. Of course, the 
initial concept of this act in the first place was that this was pr imarily 
a State responsibility. What is the gentleman’s thinking with regard 
to that ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I have no way of presuming what the Legislature of the 
State of Florida would do. 

Mr. Cramer. The assumption is the program is set out so that if 
the State does not act the Federal Government will continue to act. 
The need for the program is admitted and the only question is as to 
whether the State or Federal Government should do the job. So you 
will have 1 of the 2 programs. Does not the gentleman feel the State 
program is far preferable to a Federal program, particularly in view 
of the fact that there is obviously substantial opposition to the program 
on the national level and there is an Executive recommendation it 
should not be reenacted next year 4 

Mr. Ler. When I start looking for the opposition I never find much 
opposition except from certain groups of people. I certainly find 
none from the municipalities. I certainly find none, Mr. Cramer, 
or very little from public officials. I seem to find it from a couple of 
other areas. 

As far as answering your question is concerned, if we are going to 
vote against sin—which I am against, all right, but let us be : against all 
sin, and cut out all Federal grants. Why ‘should we penalize the one 
grant which affects the greatest resource in the world—water? We 
have highways, and schools, and everything else. 

If this incentive program were assured through the Florida State 
Legislature or any other State legislature I do not believe any of the 
other water-pollution-control administrators would object to where it 
comes from. 

I said, before you came in, that this is just another tool. It is not 
the answer. It is one of the many tools. You will have a bill up 
before you, the Fulbright bill on public works, and I hope I get a 
chance to talk to you on that because that will be another tool in the 
pollution-control picture, because it will cover water, sewerage, and 
all public works. 

So I would say, based on the way this bill has been administered 
and has been handled by you and your committee and the way it has 
been phrased, it has been one of the finest documents I have ever had 
the privilege of working under or with. We have had no interference 
whatsoever. 

Lask you a question. What would be my problem if it was handled 
on a State level with 95 State legislators and 35 State senators ¢ 

Mr. Cramer. The assuniption is you are going to have either a State 
or Federal program. If the State wants ‘to accept it they can do it 
through legislative action, and if they do not we will continue it 
federally. The only point I am making is, Can it be better adminis- 
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tered on a local-State level as far as Florida is concerned than on a 
Federal level? 

Mr. Ler. Based on the way it is administered now it would be hard 
to be improved on. 

Mr. Cramer. In other words, you are noncommittal on that ques- 
tion ? 

Mr. Ler. I have to be because I cannot see behind that. 

Mr. Cramer. Let me state finally that I do appreciate your testi- 
mony and I know of your great interest. in this subject. Mr. Lee 
discussed this matter with me when we were on the urban renewal 
and redevelopment conference in Orlando recently called by the 
Governor, which is also a program of which the State of Florida 
has unfortunately not taken sufficient advantage or made full use. 
I know of Mr. Lee’s interest in this subject and I want to thank him 
for his enlightening testimony which he has given before this com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Byrne. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Cramer. I yield. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Lee, you indicate this would be a disaster if this 
law were stopped or discontinued ? 

Mr. Ler. I said it would be a serious disaster. I do not know 
whether it would be a catastrophe. 

Mr. Byrne. It has only been a law for a matter of 2 years. If 
your reasoning is correct in these various States throughout the 
country, the people responsible for the administration of the law 
should have been indicted for misfeasance, or malfeasance, or non- 
feasance. Is that right? 

Mr. Lee. I am not a lawyer and I do not know what should have 
been done. J am an engineer. But I will say this, and what I base 
my statement on is that we had a bill passed, if my memory serves 
me correctly, Public Law 845, where there was a $20 million loan 
authorization which was never implemented. That $20 million stayed 
in front of the eyes of the communities until this law passed, waiting 
for that to be implemented. 

Mr. Byrne. In Florida do you have any antipollution laws? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. Do they have any penalties connected with them? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. Are they being enforced ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. And the persons who are responsible for the pollution 
of the streams are being prosecuted ¢ 

Mr. Lee. We do not have to prosecute them. They take it out. 

Mr. Byrne. What? 

Mr. Ler. We have not taken one to court yet today. We have a 
policy of no new pollution. 

Mr. Byrne. A policy of what? 

Mr. Ler. No new pollution. 

Mr. Byrne. What if they disregard the law and turn it into the 
streams? Do you prosecute them ? 

Mr. Lee. I have an injunctive relief. I enjoin them and they shut 
up or clean up. 

Mr. Byrne. Do you go to the courts? 
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Mr. Lex. I have not had to yet. 

Mr. Byrne. In other mabe, you have not had a case in the State 
of Florida where you invoked your injunction rights. Is that right? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir; because I have told them all if they don’t do 
thus and so—and I phrase it better than that—that is very fine and it 
may be necessary to give it to our attorney. 

Mr. Byrne. You give them a verbal statement that if they do not 
do thus and so you w vill have to talk to your attorney. Is that right? 
And they have such respect for you that they do as you tell them? 

Mr. Ler. They do very well. 

Mr. Byrne. Is that right ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Mr. Byrne. And the streams keep getting polluted ? 

Mr. Ler. I did not say that in Florida. I say we are cleaning them 
up pretty well in Florida. 

Mr. Byrne. Then in Florida you are in good shape ? 

Mr. Ler. I read you the data. 

Mr. Byrne. You are in good shape in the big cities and the small 
communities and municipalities, and outside the municipalities. Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Lez. Let me ask you a question. 

Mr. Byrne. I am asking you one. 

Mr. Lzer. I said the smaller communities are unable to finance it. 
How are you going to enjoin a small community and stop them from 
doing it? 

Mr. Byrne. Then do I understand from your statement in the large 
cities and municipalities you are in good shape ? 

Mr. Ler. Pretty good. Yes. 

Mr. Byrne. You do not need Federal money ? 

Mr. Lez. I did not say that. 

Mr. Byrne. What did you say? 

Mr. Ler. I said that this is a great incentive program; that Florida 
is building pollution out. 

Mr. Byrne. And prior to the enactment of the law around cities 
they financed their own problem as to sewage disposal plants? 

Mr. Lee. Many. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. How many large cities, or any type of cities? 

Mr. Ler. I would say pr obably about 100. 

Mr. Byrne. And they did it by the financing through floating of 
bond issues ? 

Mr. Ler. Revenue certificates. Yes, sir. The majority of them. 

Mr. Cramer. On that point, this is largely a small-city bill anyway. 

Mr. Ler. That is right. 

Mr. Cramer. I do not see in this whole list any big cities being 
included, because in the first place it does not mean much to them. 
A quarter of a million dollars is not enough of an incentive to mean 
anything much to the big cities in the first place, and that is why 
yesterday, when Senator Humphrey was here talking about Milwau- 
kee, it did not make much sense to me, because the big cities are not 
the ones getting much of the money in the first place. 

Mr. Byrne. But you did mention Fort Lauderdale getting a grant. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Mr. Byrne. What was the amount of that? 

Mr. Ler. A quarter million dollars—$250,000. 
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Mr. Byrne. That is a pretty healthy community, is it not, finan- 
cially ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Well , they are in pretty bad shape financially because they 
have had a lot of financing problems which are beyond my scope, but 
they came within my criteria, and if anybody can improve on them I 
will be glad to have them look at them. 

Mr. Byrne. If this law stays on the books there will not be any 
inducement, will there, for communities to pay their own costs as 
they go along? 

Mr. Ler. Why, yes, there will. 

Mr. Byrne. Through the medium of bond issues ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, there is never going to be enough. In 2 years we 
have only had 17 allocations, and we are building—lI do not have that 
figure, but we must have under construction now something in the 
order of about 30 sew age-treatment plants. So half of them moved 
on. Just because they do not get this inducement they are not going 
not to move ahead, those that are able, because the President decreed 
this was a small-city bill and for those who could not do it alone. 
Havana and Neptune Beach and Defuniak Spring are three of the 
smallest communities in Florida, and they financed theirs themselves, 
and they had the ability to pay record, so I did not put them on the 
books. 

It is not easy to turn them down, but they had demonstrated the 
ability to pay. It depends on the administrator, if he has the nerve 
and the willingness to try. 

Mr. Scupprer. You operate on the basis of the ability of the com- 
munity to pay. Is that right? 

Mr. Ler. That is right. ‘According to my criteria. 

Mr. Scupver. Is that the w ay the law is being carried out in other 
States, or do you know ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I cannot answer that. 

Mr. Scupper. I know in California in our school program if a city 
is bonded up to a certain percentage, the State will assist in school 
construction, which I think is a good law because it does assist com- 
munities that have bonded themselves so high that it is not desirable 
or in the best interests of the community to bond any higher. 

So, when they have bonded themselves to a certain percent then the 
State will assist in the construction of schools. If that is the way this 
law is being operated generally it is a little more reasonable than I 
had thought. 

Mr. Cramer. If the gentlemen will yield, it goes a step further than 
that as I tried to point out as to the small communities who do not 
have enough water users to be able to finance a sewer system. They 
can come in and finance 70 percent of it with 30 percent grant but 
they could not finance 100 percent of it and it would not be an eco- 
nomically feasible project without the Federal participation or, if 
the State takes it over with State money as I suggested. Is that not 
fundamentally it? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Mr. Cramer. And in that way it goes to communities that need it. 

Mr. Ler. My records show that. I do not know whether you have 
my list. 

Mr. Dootry. There are other criteria you mentioned before, such 
as the health situation of a community. For example, New Port 
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Richey has a more difficult time disposing of its waste than Fort 
Lauderdale would have, and the health problem would be very 
important there. 

Mr. Ler. I said the first priority and first criterion is public health. 
I used that in the case of Apalachicola because the effluent from their 
treatment plant went over the oyster beds. 

Mr. Dootey. You just emphasized the ability to pay. I thought 
it was not a proper criterion. 

Mr. Ler. I have four items. Public health needs, ability to pay, 
the cost of the treatment plant—the one that costs the most gets the 
most points—and then readiness to start. Why should we allocate 
money to a town that is not ready to start and have the money lie 
idle for 4 years. Those that are all ready to use it should have it given 
to them. 

Mrs. Burren. In reference to this not being available to the large 
cities, we have 17 projects in Georgia. College Park is one; Fulton 
County is one: Jonesboro is one, and Smyrna is one. That is a total 
of 4 out of 17. All of those take care of the increased population 
of the metropolitan area of Atlanta. So the large cities are bound 
to benefit from this. 

Mr. Lee. You are right, Mrs. Blitch. 

Mrs. Burrcu. These communities have qualified under this law in 
Georgia, and they are 4 out of 17. College Park, Fulton County, 
Jonesboro, and Smyrna. All of those have spill- over population from 
Atlanta. They are parts of the metropolitan area of Atlanta. There- 
fore, the large metropolitan areas of the Nation can benefit under this 
bill, although maybe not directly. 

Mr. CRAMER. It all works into the criteria and, as he explained, these 
are fast-growing areas. 

Mrs. Burcu. They are small communities and cannot possibly do 
it, but they are suffering from growing pains because they are adja- 
cent toa large metropolitan area. 

Mr. Cramer. [J still do not see any communities like Chicago, New 
York, or Milwaukee, or even my hometown of St. Petersburg and 
Tamp: 1, because it apparently does not mean enough to them in the 
way of an incentive and they don’t fit the criteria setup. 

Mrs. Burren. Well, the largest place in the South is New Orleans, so 
maybe I cannot think of a city like New York. But that is the largest 
we have to work on. 

Mr. Biarnik. This underlines the narrow margin and small amount 
of money with which we are all forced to operate, even on the $100 
million recommendation to which we are now trying to raise the level 
of Federal participation. We had to limit it to smaller communities 
to spread out the assistance in those areas where the need was greatest 
because we could have one large municipality in one State gobble up 
the whole annual allocation for that State. 

Secondly, many of the larger municipalities have sources of revenue 
which the smaller communities do not have. 

Mr. Cramer. I am not necessarily arguing for or against those 
larger communities. Asa matter of fact I think the manner in which 
it is being administered is that they consider the smaller towns that 
need the help more than the larger cities that can help themselves. 

Mr. Bratnix. We are quite a bit behind on our schedule so I would 
like to move on. Mr. Lee, we thank you for your testimony on behalf 
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of the Conference of State Sanitary Engineers which represents the 
men directly in charge of the operating end of this program. It has 
been most helpful and of value to the committee. 

Mr. Ler. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Buatnix. Without objection, at this point in the record, the in- 
formation submitted by Mr. Lee with reference to national figures ¢ and 
figures affecting only the State of Florida concerning water pollution 
and treatment works, will be inserted. 


(The information referred to, consisting of four documents, is as 
follows :) 


REGULATIONS FOR WATER POLLUTION CONTROL CONSTRUCTION GRANTS’ 
(Sec. 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act) 


§ 55.28 Criteria for considering propriety of Federal aid. The propriety of 
Federal aid pursuant to section 6 (c) of the act will be determined by the Sur- 
geon General on the basis of one or more of the following criteria: 

(a) Interstate, coastal and Great Lakes waters. Whether the project is re- 
quired to control pollution of interstate waters, coastal waters or waters of 
the Great Lakes (including tributaries of such waters contributing materially 
to the pollution of such waters), and such pollution is inimical to public water 
supplies propagation of fish and aquatic life and wildlife, recreational purposes, 
or agricultural, industrial, or other legitimate water uses. 

(b) International treaty obligations. Whether the project is required to con- 
trol pol'ution in meeting international treaty obligations or agreements. 

(c) Federal impact. Whether the project involves a pollution problem sub- 
stantially and adversely affected by (1) Federal installations contributing to 
the total municipal waste loadings; (2) a water use requirement involving 
national defense; (3) a Federal water resource development; or (4) an influx 
of population to carry out Federal activities. 

(d) Public health necessity. Whether the project involves treatment works 
required to abate a serious public health hazard. 

(e) Financial burden. Whether the municipality can demonstrate that the 
construetion of needed sewage treatment works involves an extraordinary and 
excessive financial burden in relation to its economic resources. 


TABLE No. I,—Basis: Public health necessity 
Number 
of points 
Applicable condition : awarded 


1. Proposed works will eliminate the discharge of improperly treated 
sewage into surface or underground streams known to be used as 


a source of water for a public water supply_____----__----__---~- 20 
2. Proposed works will eliminate the discharge of improperly treated 
sewage into underground streams not positively identified as a 
source of water for a public water supply_-___-_-----_---------- 18 
3. Proposed works will eliminate the discharge of improperly treated 
sewage into shellfish-growing waters____________-_-___-_-___-_---- 16 


4. Proposed works will eliminate the known discharge of raw sewage or 
septic tank effluent on the surface of the ground or in roadside 
Gish 6h dE ee a ee a J 14 

5. Proposed works will eliminate the discharge of improperly treated 
sewage which causes the death of fish or fish food or otherwise ad- 


versely affects the normal biological balance of the stream__-__-_- 12 
6. Proposed works will permit the receiving stream to be used for 
recmedtsnual! merponiees oi 2 ee ai de ees ee 10 


~ 


. Proposed works will eliminate disagreeable odors and unsightliness 
or other nuisances caused by the discharge of improperly treated 
sewage into the receiving stream__.___...__-_--_--_~_- id LA, 8 


Reproduced from the Federal Registers of November 8, 1956, and April 26, 1957 
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TABLE No, I.—Basis; Public health necessity—Continued 
Number 
of points 


Applicable condition : awarded 
8. Proposed works will permit sewering of urban areas now served by 

septic tenis. Pie: Teiboros reported ~ 2 36. 2 ok eek 6 
9. The proposed works will permit development of presently unde- 
developed areas which if sewered would fall in 1 of the 8 categories 

SEE PN i saa wh citlncaei i bbiime wae ame ee Sutd ua a *) 


%14 number of points to applicable category. 





Taste No. I1.—Basis: Wealth of community 


Median-income families and unrelated persons (United States census 
report, 1950) : 


Number 

of points 
a etnias nti mie ia re eaiceda:i mane eaeeteia aes aa 1 
aan cl aioe eng ees mais as eapicintoneaiatp 2 
I a ile ccselh wish ellen on cast Siem hic 3 
I ot anal agian rim ainggertaeimain eeeetmecaned ae 4 
I es chaste id iam gama 5 


TABLE No. III.—Basis: Cost of proposed project 
Number 


Cost per capita based on engineer’s report and design population : of points 
ee ee oot nrg simeeve rmapaemmaaponceronantgay gre 1 
nn ee ee ee alia tem ata pepsin ree 2 
Sen de rk ee nA rt ch lice Bae eoneeesaeep en 3 
EEE ES Sa EIS th Ee eS SS a ae 4 
Teen nnn ne ee ee ns he emremnsipoen 5 


TABLE No. IV.—Basis: Readiness to start construction 


Number 
of points 


BRO A I is tank, canis ita haininnins av anmtbinbhapidi 1 
2. Plans and specifications prepared and approved by Florida State Board 
I en. i srchabeninaeiien 2 
>. sae maveruess ane received... <--.<..._...................... aaechbas 3 
I Ps ie 4 
ec erie OIE te tid Sh he akc ceca BBS Fetters 5 


SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SEWAGE-TREATMENT PLANT CONSTRUCTION IN THE 
UNITED STATES, 1957-60 


B. A. Poole 


In January 1958 a letter was mailed to all States, Washington, D. C., Hawaii, 
and Alaska asking for comments or changes on data submitted on the ques- 
tionnaire regarding sewage-treatment requirements circulated by Messrs. Lee 
tverts and myself in 1957. Results of the earlier survey were presented at the 
federation meeting in Boston last fall. 

Replies to the recent mailing were very good. Thirty-seven responses were 
received with only seven States'and Washington, D. C., reporting major changes. 
Texas reported the biggest change with a revision downward from $148 million 
for the first 2 years to less than $52 million with an explanation that the data 
submitted last year was based on the total needs of the State rather than actual 
anticipated construction. The State of California, one that did not report last 
year, submitted an estimate of approximately $200 million of construction with 
a Federal grant fund eligibility of $30 million. 

Table 1 summarizes the replies by areas. The first column of figures repre- 
Sents the amount of Federal grant money that was available to the States from 
the $50 million which was appropriated by Congress in 1956. There were slight 
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changes in distribution in 1957. It will be observed that the East Central States 
report projects which require nearly 2.46 times the amount available, the 
Western States more than twice the amount and the South Southeastern States 
estimate needs about 1% the amount available. The average annual anticipated 
construction reported from 1957-60 is more than twice the average annual con- 
struction (in terms of 1956 dollars) for the years 1953-56. 

Details for each State are appended as tables 1-A, 1-B, and 1-C. A study of 
the tables will reveal the 3-year total of grant funds available to a State gives 
as much as 2.3 times the requirement estimated by the reporting agency to as 
little as 0.2 of the amount that could be used. Thirty-seven of the forty-six 
States reported 3-year requirements, if each project received a grant, in excess 
of the amount available. 

In addition to the tabular data submitted by the States, 10 included comments 
which in general indicated that construction has been accelerated by the pro- 
gram. This appears to be true particularly in States where small projects are 
receiving the bulk of the aid. 

FEBRUARY 1958. 


TABLE 1.—Summary—Estimated sewage treatment requirements, 1957-60 


{In millions of dollars] 





| 
| 1957-58 1958-59 
|Federal|__ 
Area allot- | 
ment | Num- |Project|Federal| Num- |Project/ Federal 
| berof | costs | share | ber of | cost | share 
| projects \projects 


| 
| 
| 











— ——— — my _—_—_—_—_— | - | 


1 




















20 East Central States. .....................- | $21.3 405 | $284.3 | $51.2 476 | $314.8 $56. 0 
EE EEE EEE aT re eR 18.7 | 441 252. 3 48.0 | 382 245. 2 47.7 
17 Western States, Hawaii and Alaska__.__-_- 14.0 428 176.0 32.3 | 470 139. 8 30.8 
1967 data.........- a ebcesewswesesnwuceat 11.9 431 | 152.0 25.3 | 469 134. 6 22. 6 
9 South-Southeastern States and Washington, | | | | 
ea NF eiacesatenieohirdtrawinne uh Riel adds 4-<oididetecaicks tae 170; 76.9} 15.4] 263) 688] 16.9 
Seer Gia. = bce ecsee Seacaetesal ae 186 | 80.3 18.0 | 278 64. 6 | 16. 4 
Total icp Gtk bal Sdbtdwatichpsdbbbindh dered |} 45.2) 1,003; 5387.2; 98.9 | 1,209 523.4 | 103. 7 
1957 data... ee 40.8 1, 058 484. 6 91.3; 1,129 445.4 86. 7 
| | 
) = 
g 1959-60 Total 
| Federal . ge Beef 
Area | allot- | | | 
ment | Num- |Project| Federal} Num- |Project| Federal 
ber of | cost | share | berof | cost | share 
| projects projects} 
: , s | | | | 
20 East ( meray CONGUE. scusbeckt.. tbe cece... $21.3 | 378 | $321.3 $50.5 | 1,259 | $920.4 $157.7 
“e 1957 data-_- " - wenewencwscnssce| 18.7 | 389 | 287.3 42.7; 1,212 784. 8 | 138. 4 
17 Western States, Hawaii and Alaska_____. 14.0 363 | 166.8 27.0 1, 261 482.6 | 90. 1 
1957 data + eee hatal 11.9 | 478 | 390.5 27.4 1, 378 677.1 | 75.3 
9 South-Southeastern States and Washington, | | | | | 
PER ial sive atten chitin teegles ebhnet i @9O} a] gas 16.0 | 667 | 224.5 48.3 
as Looe -----| 10.2 253} 74.0) 15.8] 717] 218.9 50. 2 
Total » plrkvdeitidbabubnsdubded j 45.2 975 | 566.9 93.5 | 3,187 |1,627.5 296. 1 
 ¢ a oe - oud aan 4 40.8 1, 120 751.8 85.9 | 3,307 |1, 680.8 263. 9 
| 
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Tas_e 1—A.—Summary—East Central States—Estimated sewage-treatment 


requirements, 1957-60 


{In millions of dollars] 
































| 1907-88 | 1088-0 | 1980-60 | Total 
| Feder: i | | | | a i 
States | allot- ieee) | Proj- | Fed- |Num-| Proj- | Fed- \Num-| Proj- | Fed- Proj- | Fed- 
ment jber of! ect | eral |ber of| ect eral iber of| ect | eral | ect | eral 
ore | cost |share | proj- | cost | share | proj- | cost |share | cost | share 
| | ects | | ects | ects | 
j | j } | | | 
Seen anennees mete ronep eeedinnsay--siqnsersipes cane t-bipemnts-msee 
Indiana_-____- $1. 027 22) $13.8; $2.7) 26| $26.8) $3. 7] 26) $21.6) $4. 0| $62.2) $10.4 
Kentucky_----.....-.._| 1.067| 16] 16.3) 1.9) 31] 13.0) 24) 40) 4.8] 1. 4| 34.1] 5.7 
PORT NOTE. ni - iendseuens 2. 750) 43) 49.2 5. 9) 48} 61.5 6.0 36) 53. 3 5.6; 164.0) 17.5 
ce ta | 1.653] 50) 52.4) 9.0) 45) 45.5] 7.0) 38) 28.2 0} 126.1} 20.0 
Pennsylvania- --|} 21098} 25) 30.3) 6.7] 50} 45.0) 11.2] 55] 49.0) 12.2) 124.3) 30.1 
Virginia_-_- - 1. 027 21; 11.6) 2.3) 2; 6.2 1.6 21 8.1) 2.0) 25.9) 5.9 
Towa.__- : .873} 19| 69) 1.7) 28) 114) 28 32} 10.9} 2.7] 29.2) 7.3 
Maine__-_- 634) 3 9 3 4 2.0 6 2 3. 0) 9 5.9 1.8 
Massachusetts_.........| 1.137] 9} 7.0) 1.71 8} 7.0) 1.7 8} 6.0) 1.6/ 20.0) 5.0 
a 1. 390} 35) 21.8; 4.1) 24; 28.3 3. 1) 8| 7.0) 1.0) 57.1 8.2 
Minnesota- a . 929} 17) 16.0) 4.3 40} 12.0); 3.0) 40; 12.0) 3.0, 40.0) 10.3 
Missouri___- ---| 1,060} 23} 7.5} 1.9 13] 9.0, 22) 12) 540) 3.8) 70.5) 7.9 
New Hampshire 43 7 2.0 4] 4, 1.3 . 5} 41 1.2 5) 4.5 1.4 
New Jersey * -| 1214 24, 17.0 3. 0) 26; 11.0) 2.8) 19} 31.0) 3.3) 59.0 9.1 
Rhode Island_ 521 3 ov 2) 3 3.9 1.0 1} 5.0) 3} 9.6) L6 
Vermont-..- ‘ 574) 3 7 a 3 1.7 ; 3} 1.9) 5} 43) Li 
Wisconsin. _-. anal 972 26 4.5 1.3) 73 7.5 2.3 8 6.0 1.0, 18.0 4.6 
Total. Saat ee 369 444| 269.0) 50.0 378| 285.5; 49.8) 345) 298.8 46.8 $53.3) 146.6 
In addition, Mlinois esti- | | 
mated annual expen- | | i } | i | i | 
ditures of $59,632,500: | 
West Virginia___-- . 904 20; 20.3) 2.2 23; 17.3) 2.8 20; 15.0) 2.0) 52.6) 7.0 
Delaware. 350 6; 3.2 . 8} 4 at 2 1| 5} .04) «=5.3) 1.04 
Connecticut - - - . 626 3} 2.21) .64| 3) 2.72 71 4| 2. 8) 62 7.7) 1.97 
New total__.._. 21.3. 405| 284.3! 51.2} 476! 314.8 56.0| 378| 321.3) 50. 5) 920.4) 157.7 
| j | } } 
TABLE 1-B.—Summary—Western States—Estimated sewage-treatment 
requirements, 1957-60 
[Dollar amounts in millions] 
} 1957-58 | 1958-59 1959-60 Total 
' 
Federal!” | | | 
State allot- Num-} | Proj-| Fed- |Num-| Proj- | Fed- \Num-| Proj- | Fed- | Proj-| Fed- 
ment jber of} ect | eral ber of| ect eral jber of; ect | eral | ect eral 
proj- | cost | share | proj- | cost share! proj-| cost | share! cost | share 
| ects | ects | | ects | 
| eth een en en ete er 
Arizona.__- aa | $0.567} 21 1 $5.31 $1.3} 20] $5.1) $1.3 20 | $5.0 $1.2 |$15.4 $3.8 
California__- -.---| 2.052 | 641] 76.6 |10.3 | 74 | 48.0 | 10.5 | 59 | 73.5 | 9.5 /198. 1 30.3 
Colorado-_.....-.-- a: | 20; 5.0 12} 20) 5.0) 1.5) 20)120) 1.8) 22.0 4.5 
OS Se . 576 5 2.0; .5} 6; 3.6 9 | 8 4.5] 1.1] 10.1 2.5 
Kansas __--.. -734! 17 9.7) 1.6 27 4.1 10); 27 | 248 1.5 | 38.6 4.1 
Montana----.--- . 504 21°20) 8) M) 43)°..7] 12] Le os | 7.5 1.5 
Nebraska... : | .661 19/133) 17) 4) 74, .6) WW] 29) 17/236) 30 
Nevada._._____- ‘| 1323) 71 2.5! .4] 10] 24] .6] 10] 76] 19/115] 29 
New Mexico--..----- -632; 10); 23) .6 12} 27 8] 23] 32] LO} 82 2.4 
North Dakota__-- ‘| 1.703! 18] 39/10] 15] 39] Lo] 17] 53] 13/181] 33 
Oklahoma-_--.----- ol . 866 12 3.2 | 9 20 4.2 1.0 30] 5.5 1.5 | 12.9 3.4 
ies ice ---| .651| 18] 4.0] 10; 16; 5.0] 1.3 IS} 32| 10/122) 33 
South Dakota__-.--- | 661 30 2.3 | 7 2 1.6] 5) 2) .8] .2] 47 1.4 
Tee: . .--| 1.716} 140 | 23.8) 5.4 145 | 28.0 6.0) () 1) | @) | 6LB] 14 
Uteh..... ol caee 15 | 11.1 2.8 4 4.3 .6 | 22) .8| 17.6 3.9 
Washington- -.- 76) 2] 44] 11) 25) 59] 1.5 18 | 2.6 .7|129] 3.3 
Wyoming 40} 25] 35! .8| 10] .7| :2] 7] 8] <3] 5.0 | 1.3 
Alaska... HD betas init Sitti 2 4} 97] 20) a1] 23 
Hawaii. - . 496 | $i 21) .6 5 | 2.2} .5 4} 20) .5| 63) 16 
Tee. sis. cs den 13. 982 428 |176. | 32.3 470° 139. 8 , 30.8 | 363 166. 27.0 482.6 | 90.1 
| 


i | 


1 No revised estimate given for Texas for 1959-60. 
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TABLE 1-C.—Summary—South-southeastern States—Hstimated sewage- 
treatment requirements, 1957-60 


(Dollar amounts in millions} 





























1957-58 1958-59 1959-60 Total 
sa ceareiiellniciataainceeiies celal iiiat ial iii ineieehnetienn 
Federal) | | | 
States allot- |Num-) Proj-| Fed-|Num-) Proj-| Fed- | Num-| Proj-| Fed- | Proj-| Fed- 
ment |ber of; ect | eral |ber of} ect | eral jber of} ect | eral | ect | eral 
| proj- | cost | share! proj- cost | share} proj- | cost |share| cost | share 
| ects | ects | | ects 
' | 
ne eee 
Alabama...._.......-...| $1.150 | 15 |$10.5 | $1.7 | 18 | $7.2 | $2.1 17 | $9.3 | $1.9 |$27.0 | $5.7 
Ee |} 1.047 | 23 8.0) 1.8 79 | 5.4 | 4] 42 6.6 1.7 | 20.0 4.9 
Washington, D. C_..-. . 450 | 3 9.1) .6] 5 | 3.8 | 8) (4) Q) | 12.9 1.4 
a eee <3 5 | . 910 28} 11.3) 2.5 25 | 9.0 2.3 20 8.0 | 2.0 | 28.3 6.8 
Sraisieda. ..............|. .68.) 5.8 1.5) 2%) 5&8] 15) 12) 17.8) 1.6] 20.4 4.6 
Maryland. _.........- : .750} 16| 95] 23] 20} 92) 1.9] 2] 88] 1.6) 27.5 5.8 
Mississippi eres es | 3.4 9} 40] @47) 12 41) 4.7) 1.2] 12.6 3.3 
North Carolina.........| 1.271 | 16| 86] 2.2 16} 11.0] 2.7 33} 11.5 | 2.9] 31.1 7.8 
South Carolina. ......-- . 995 7s 22 3 ni 23 6 | 8} 1.5] .4] 5.0 1.3 
Tennessee dengisweme 1. 136 | Zi ZS 1.6 25 | 10.5 2.4 38 | 10.6 | 2.7 | 30.5 6.7 
I pans : eae eae aa ee ee 
DOB cisnkddn cass | 9.882} 170 | 76.9 | 15.4 | 263 | 68.8 | 16.9 | 234 | 78.8 | 16.0 |224.5 | 48.3 
| | | | | ' ' | 








1 No estimate, 


COMMENTS CONCERNING FEDERAL GRANTS 


Alabama.—Estimates based on the continuation of Federal aid. Grant pro- 
gram has stimulated construction. 

Idaho.—Construction geared to grant program. Believe that program could 
be increased if grants were increased. 

Kansas.—Could have used about twice as much grant funds this year. Next 
2 years’ construction will depend on what happens to the grant program. 

Maryland.—State funds available on matching basis; 20 percent each. 

Massachusetts—Federal grant funds adequate. Program stimulated by 
grants; believe program would be curtailed if grant program was cut off. 

New Hampshire.—Opinion that, if State-aid legislation is passed, greater Fed- 
eral aid funds could be utilized. 

New Mewico.—Projects being planned on assumption Federal funds will be 
available. - Believe that, if grant funds were not available, most New Mexico 
communities would be unable to construct facilities. 

Ohio.—Opinion that the grant program has definitely helped pollution abate- 
ment. Believe it would be difficult to force many small villages to construction 
if grant program not continued. 

Oklahoma.—Expects a sharp increase in the number of projects, as major cities’ 
requirements were satisfied the first 2 years. 

Texas.—Some of projects approved would be accomplished only if Federal 
funds available. 

Wyoming.—No great demand for Federal funds beyond the next fiscal year. 
Can handle requests with present allotments. 

Iowa (received late).—The estimate is more ambitious than will go under 
contract in view of limited Federal funds and the possibility of withdrawal of 
Federal funds. 


SEWAGE-TREATMENT PLANT NEEDS FoR Fiscat YEARS 1958-60, AS REPORTED BY 
STATE OFFICIALS OF THE STATES SHOWN 


The following table summarizes data collected by Mr. B. A. Polle, Mr. Curtiss 
M. Everts, and Mr. David B. Lee, State water-pollution control administrators 
of Indian, Oregon, and Florida, respectively, for the purpose of showing sewage- 
treatment-plant construction needs and costs as related to the $50 million annual 
authorization (Public Law 660, 84th Cong.). All values are in millions of 
dollars. 
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[In millions of dollars] 


ee f E l : l 


Total con- |Total Federal! State’s share | 














struction | grant needed jof $150,000,000) Excess over 
State | needed dur- | tosupport | ($50,000,000 needs Unmet needs 
ing 3-year | construction | peryear) | | 
period =| | 
aoe cnn a —— sl rec senic wanccaemieennencecsios 
| | | 
Alabama. _________-- $27.0 | $5.7 WE Bhi dikcmnel $2.2 
Arizona - ------ | 15.4 | 3.8 RS RU dewd< cin 2.1 
Arkansas -- pesee et 20.0 | 4.9 BE Meds anes 1.8 
California -- - ona ee 198. 1 | 30.3 | ‘41... 24.1 
Colorado. -_----- Rein eeenal 22.0 | 4.5 | da 2.6 
Connecticut. ; ceenal 7.7 | 2.0 Ee ince i 
Delaware _- otiee 5.3 | 1.0 oy eee dil sth nntsalcnaeaal 
District of Columbia - - - ; 12.9 | 1.4 | 1 @Mbo.s. neta oo Ziaed 
Florida____- cuntnaoaae 2 28.3 | 6.8 | Discs ihe aunt 4.1 
Georgia -- --- oalnkte () | 0) | (‘) (@) (‘) 
Idaho ___ : ; Ketcaal 10.1 | 2.5 Rin 65.2. _ 8 
Tllinois. ____- 178.8 | 2 32.6 5.3 }_- a 27.3 
FN cit ban nes -| 62.2 | 10.4 2 en 7.3 
Iowa -_-.- is am 29.2 | 7.3 Oe. 5.4 ; 4.7 
Kansas_- Sacked | 38. 6 4.1 2.2 }- ---| 1.9 
Kentucky -__- | 34.1 | 5.7 3.2 | sal 2.5 
Louisiana - ---------- ae 29.4 | 4.6 3.0 | | 1.6 
Maine..-_---- wei ab 5.9 | 1.8 | 1.9 0.1 |-- - 
Maryland_ s Se 27.5 5.8 | 21... | 3.5 
Massachusetts. - ; 20. 0 5.0 | eet: 1.6 
Michigan.-.- ‘ 57.1 8.2 a24.. 4:0 
Minnesota. - _- ist 40.0 | 10.3 22 |... de 7.5 
Mississippi- - 12.8 3.3 | 3.5 | 2 |-- 
Missouri _ _- ae 70.5 7.9 | Be Vere sccens 4.7 
Montana ‘ 7.5 | 1.5 | 1 = . ; 
Nebraska-_---- sail ; 23.6 | 3.0 | Bott. | 1.0 
Nevada_-_- 11.5 | 2.9 | BENE as Deity — 2.0 
New Hampshire-_-- bee 4.5 | 1,4 1.6 | <2 
New Jersey ---- ; 59. 0 | 9.1 | ae 5.8 
New Mexico----- 2 8.2 2.4 220 Te wae 5 
New York__-. es 164. 0 17.5 BRD ck nhcctnbaty | 9.2 
North Carolina-_----- ean 31.1 7.8 3.8 4.0 
North Dakota 13.1 | 3.3 4 t.. 1.2 
Ohio sé 126. 1 20.0 5.0 |.-. 15.0 
Oklahoma_. ‘ ; 12.9 3.4 2.6 .8 
Oregon _- 12.2 3.3 2.0 1.3 
Pennsylvania__- 124.3 30.1 6.3 23. 8 
Rhode Island___- 9.6 1,5 |} 1.6 | al Zz 
South Carolina 5.0 1.3 3.0 1.7 
South Dakota. 4.7 1.4 2.0 6] 
Tennessee - 30.5 6.7 3.4 | 3.3 
Texas __- ; 51.8 11.4 5.1 | 6.3 
Utah_. 17.6 3.9 1.8 | 2.1 
Vermont --_- 4.3 1.1 7s .6 | 
Virginia 25.9 5.9 3.1 2.8 
Washington - 12.9 | 3.3 2.3 1.0 
West Virginia- 52.6 7.0 2.7 4.3 
Wisconsin 18. 0 4.6 2.9 1.7 
Wyoming. -- 5.0 1.3 1.3 
Alaska 11.1 2.3 1.3 1.0 
Hawaii 6.3 1.5 1.5 
Puerto Rico ! poten seunteaaecaeuseace 
Virgin Islands !___- si ipl bie we cide hee iene = 
Total_. 1, 806. 2 328. 8 3140.8 3.5 191. 5 





! No report. 
2 Estimated using ratio of national total project cost to Federal grant funds needed. 
2 Allotments for Georgia, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands raise total to $150,000,000. 


CONFERENCE OF STATE SANITARY ENGINEERS 





Legislation—Recommendations of Joint Federal-State 
Action Committee 


Resolution No. 3a 


Whereas Public Law 660 has stimulated the construction of sewage treat- 
ment works; and 

Whereas the national program to advance sewage treatment would be slowed 
down by discontinuance of the Federal grant program under Public Law 660: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Conference of State Sanitary Engineers, representing the 
48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, in conference 
assembled, May 9, 1958, at Washington, D. C., express its emphasic disapproval 
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of the recommendations of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee which pro- 
poses to terminate the Federal grant program for waste-treatment works construc- 
tion authorized by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660, 84th 
Cong.), and recommend to the Association of State and Territorial Health 
Officers that arrangements be authorized to make the views of the conference 
known to the governors of their respective States and other jurisdictions, prior to 
the meeting of the governor’s conference to be held on May 18-21, 1958; and be it 
further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Association of 
State and Territorial Health Officers, and to the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Advisory Board which has requested the opinion of the conference on this 
matter. 


Resolution No. 3c. 





Legislation—Increasing amount of funds under Public Law 
660 (H. R. 11714) 


Whereas the progress already noted in sewage treatment construction would 
be greatly accelerated by proposeo amendments to section 6 of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660) by increasing the total appropria- 
tion authorization, increasing maximum grant provisions, authorizing munici- 
palities to band together in constructing joint projects, and permitting realloca- 
tion of unobligated funds: Therefore be it 

Resolwed, That the Conference of State Sanitary Engineers representing the 
48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, in conference 
assembled, May 9, 1958, at Washington, D. C., fully endorse the provisions of 
H. R. 11714, and recommend to the Association of State and Territorial Health 
Officers that arrangements be authorized’ to make the views of the conference 
known to the Congress through the designation of a representative of the con- 
ference to appear at the congressional hearings to present the conference’s views 
on this legislation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Association of 
State and Territorial Health Officers. 


Resolution No. 6.—Water Pollution Research Program 


Whereas water pollution potential continues to grow in magnitude due to 
population growth, expanding industry, and development of population-industrial 
metropolitan complexes ; and 

Whereas water-pollution problems are becoming increasingly difficult particu- 
larly in the field of synthetic organic chemicals and radioactive substances; and 

Whereas the demand for the Nation’s water resources is continually increasing 
for municipal, industrial, agricultural, recreation, fish and wildlife, and other 
uses ; and 

Whereas the limited quantity of the Nation’s water supply necessitates the 
employment of effective water quality management techniques for insuring 
optimum use of this essential resource ; and 

Whereas the need for adequate water quality management techniques is 
becoming increasingly apparent in the light of the magnitude and complexity of 
waste discharges and the concomitant demand for clean waters: and 

Whereas our present water quality management techniques are not satisfactory 
for coping with many water pollution control problems; and 

Whereas current level of research is grossly inadequate to keep pace with the 
growing magnitude of the problem : Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Conference of State Sanitary Engineers, representing the 
48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, in conference 
assembled, May 9, 1958, at Washington, D. C., recommend that the total level of 
research activity on water pollution problems be at least doubled by 1960 and 
increased thereafter as conditions dictate: and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Association of 
State and Territorial Health Officers, with the recommendation for its transmittal, 
with endorsement, to the Surgeon General of the United States Public Health 
Service. 


Mr. Biarnix. The next witness is Mr. Carl D. Shoemaker. general 


counsel of the International Association of Game, Fish. and Conserva- 
tion Commissioners. 
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We understand you are just recovering from a very recent throat 
operation, Mr. Shoemaker, which makes it difficult for you to speak. 


STATEMENT OF CARL D. SHOEMAKER, GENERAL COUNSEL, INTER- 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF GAME, FISH, AND CONSERVATION 
COMMISSIONERS; ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES CALLISON, CON- 
SERVATION DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Suormaker. Mr. Chairman, I have a very able assistant and 
colleague here, Mr. Charles Callison, who is the efficient conservation 
director of the National Wildlife Federation. 

Mr. Buarnix. Mr. Charles Callison is an old friend, who has ap- 
peared very often before this committee. So will you please proceed 
with your testimony, Mr. Callison. 

Mr. Catutson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want 
to say that I deem it an honor to appear before this committee and to 
read Mr. Shoemaker’s statement, but also to be presented by Mr. Shoe- 
maker, who has been my mentor in conservation and legislative 
matters. 

This is the statement of Carl D. Shoemaker, general counsel of the 
International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation Com- 
missioners. He says: 

This organization is composed of the directors of the fish and game, 
or conservation commissions of the 48 States. In my position as gen- 
eral counsel I am nonsalaried. 

When Public Law 845 of the 80th Congress was passed in 1948 and 
provided for a Presidentially appointed Water Pollution Control 
Advisory Board, I was honored by the President of the United States, 
Harry S. Truman, to serve on this Board. I continued to serve on 
the Board until Public Law 660 was passed and approved by the Presi- 
dent on July 9, 1956. I was honored again by appointment of Presi- 
dent Eisenhower asa member of the Water Pollution Control Advisory 
Board under Public Law 660. My term of office expired June 30 last 
year, and as all the members know a person serving on that new Board 
is precluded from reappointment. Indeed I am proud of the fact that 
I have served on this Board under both a Republican and Democratic 
administration. 

Briefly, and as further background, I have spent the majority of my 
entire adult life in the field of all phases of conservation work, includ- 
ing the abatement of pollution; first for a period of 10 years in the 
State of Oregon, and secondly for a period of 33 years here in the Na- 
tion’s capital. 

The International Association of Game, Fish, and Conservation 
Commissioners is a group of men intimately and sincerely interested 
in the program of pollution control. They are deeply concerned with 
the health and recreation features of the people of their States. “Clean 
Waters” is their slogan and, moreover, they are dedicated to this slogan. 

This organization has witnessed the significant progress made dur- 
ing the past 2 years through the programs set up under the construc- 
tion grants program and the interstate enforcement provisions of 
Public Law 660. While this organization, Mr. Chairman, appreciates 
what has been done in the past, it realizes that much, much more needs 
to be done in the future, and that the appropriations now provided 
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under the present law are inadequate for the continually increasing 
demands made necessary because of expanding population and accel- 
erated industrial growth, as well as increased demands for clean water 
for recreational uses. 

Immediately following approval of Public Law 660 by the President 
on July 9, 1956, the Public Health Service set about putting together 
the administrative machinery to carry out the construction grant 
provision. From the beginning, it was decided to administer insofar as 
possible the construction program from the regional offices of the 
Public Health Service, which work closely with the States on all water 
pollution control activities. Only the policy and general program 
guidance necessary was retained in Washington. 

The Second Supplemental Appropriation Act, signed by the Presi- 
dent on July 31, 1956, included $ ne million for construction grants, 
to remain available until June 30, 1958. On November 1, the criteria 
for considering the propriety ot Federal aid were approved by the 
Executive Office of the President and very shortly the States and the 
Public Health Service began processing applications from municipal- 
ities. 

By December 1, 1956, the administrative machinery in both the 
States and the Public Health Service was on a going-concern basis. 
On December 6, 4 months after the Second Supplemental Appropria- 
tion Act had been passed, the first grant offers to Higginsville, Mo., 
and Meridian, Miss., were announced. On June 29, 1957, the regular 
Appropriation Act for fiscal year 1958 was passed, making available 
$45 million for grants for waste-treatment construction. This appro- 
priation was combined with the previous one, making a total of $95 
niillion available until June 30, 1959. 

The promptness with which the construction-grant program was 
initiated was due largely to two factors. One was the decentralization 
of administration by the Public Health Service to regional offices, 
where its staffs are close to the problems and can work most effectively 
with State and local agencies. The other factor was the excellent 
response of the States to this new program. Congress wisely provided 
for joint administration of the grant program with the States. My 
association is well pleased with the comments that have reached us 
from the States on its administration. 

Our reports show that all of the 48 States, the District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, and Hawaii, are participating in the construction-grant 
program. 

Significant progress has been achieved in the 17 months since the 
first grant offers were made. As of April 30, 1958, nearly 1,000 proj- 
ects had been approved. ‘These projects involve grants of some $83 
million and total construction costs of around $385 million. Of these 
projects some 97 have been completed and placed in operation, about 
450 are under construction, and around 445 are awaiting construction 
bids. 

I am informed that passing through the States and the regional 
offices there are about 600 additional applications for grants. These 
applications request grants totaling some $64 million to assist in con- 
struction sewage-treatment works that will cost somewhere around 
$580 million. 


26874—58—_9 
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The records of the Public Health Service show that up to April 30 
of this year, 78 percent of all projects approved served communities 
with populations of less than 10,000. These smaller perecte have 
involved about $1 in Federal funds for each $4 of local funds. These 
records also show that in recent weeks more communities of 10,000 to 
100,000 populations are submitting projects to the State agencies. The 
greater cost of projects to serve the larger cities, together with the 
project-grant limitation of $250,000, is resulting i in higher ratios of 
local to Federal dollars. This is apparent by the 600 applications be- 
ing reviewed at the present time, which w ould require an expenditure 
of about $8 of local money for each Federal dollar. 

For the past few days I have spent considerable time analyzing the 
effect of the grant program on construction of new sewage-treatment 
plants and have attempted to evaluate the impact of the 828 projects 
that have been approved for grants through December 31, 1957. I 
find that nearly 80 percent of these projects involve construction of 
completely new facilities serving communities which had always dis- 
charged raw sewage into their rivers. These projects will constitute 
first. pollution abatement ever afforded in approximately 450 com- 
munities, and will provide adequate treatment for some 200 other com- 
munities, replacing obsolete facilities. The remaining projects of 
about 170 in number will provide enlargements or additions to facili- 
ties outgrown by increasing population. 

When completed, these 828 treatment-works projects will abate pol- 
lution for an estimated population of 14.6 million people. Mr. Chair- 
man, this is almost equal to the combined 1950 population of 4 of our 
larger cities—New York, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Los Angeles. 
Furthermore, it is estimated that these works will restore for useful 
purposes 10,000 miles of streams as well as large areas of lake and 
ocean frontage, and this, Mr. Chairman, with a program that has been 
in actual operation about 114 years. 

Yesterday, Mr. Chairman, there was introduced in the record of 
this hearing a copy of H. R. 12524, a bill suggested by the Joint 
Federal-State Action Committee, to discontinue Federal grants for 
the construction of waste treatment facilities. I think that my record 
over the past 43 years would indicate my position on States rights. 
But this I know, with population and industry skyrocketing, the 
effect of water supply has been simply more and more pollution being 
dumped into a fixed supply. There is only so much water, and no more. 
It isa national problem. 

Until a few months ago, little or no attention or consideration was 
given to dirtying the waters. People wanted industry; chambers of 
commerce made various concessions to induce all kinds of plants. 
More people means more pollution. More industry means more people. 
Until Public Law 660 was enacted, pollution abatement was inetfec- 
tive. The record of the past 18 months speaks for itself. States and 
municipalities have become active and anxious to do the job and especi- 
ally in the face of a very unfavorable bond market. To kill the pro- 
gram now by enacting H. R. 12524 would set us back many, many 
years. By continuing ‘the program and enacting H. R. 11714, the bill 
introduced by you, Mr. Chairman, will give added incentive and ac- 
celeration to the program, which now lacks the necessary tools to do 
a better and stimualting job. 
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For these and other obvious reasons, the organization which I 
represent favors the provisions of H. R. 11714, and urges its approval 
by the committee and enactment by the Congress. 

That concludes the reading of Mr. Shoemaker’s statement, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Hur. Mr. Shoemaker, we certainly appreciate your wonder- 
ful statement, as presented by Mr. Callison. 

Mr. Catxison. I am sure if there are any questions Mr. Shoemaker 
will attempt to answer them, and if he has difficulty in making himself 
heard, I will relate his replies as best I can. 

Mr. Biarnik. Mr. Shoemaker, I thank you for your excellent. state- 
ment and your most helpful and chronological summary of the opera- 
tion of this program for the past 114 to 2 2 years. We also appreciate 
the splendid service you have been offering and rendering here as a 
member of the Advisory Board. We thank you for this excellent 
statement. 

Are there any questions on my right ? 

Any questions on my left ¢ 

Mr. Cramer. I have just one question I would like to ask on your 
remarks with regard to H. R. 12524, suggested by the Joint Federal- 
State Action Committee. 

As I understand it, their recommendation was that the program be 
turned over to the States and not abandoned. Of course, any bills 
that were enacted for that purpose, as far as I am concerned, would 
have to have the assurance in them that this program on some level 
should continue. Does the gentleman see any reason why the States 
could not do the job with the same money as well as the Federal 
Government does? 

Mr. SHormaker. Mr. Cramer, I had the pleasure of meeting you 
at St. Petersburg last year 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Suormaker. I am glad tosee you again, sir. 

Prior to the enactment of this legislation, this problem was in the 
hands of the States and they were not doing a thorough job. 

Mr. Cramer. I agree with you. 

Mr. Srormaxker. That is the reason for this enactment, and that is 
the reason why, because it has accelerated the program, why it 
has given a stimulus to the various municipalities. That is the reason 
for the national demand for the enactment of this particular program. 
It would be, as Mr. Lee has so forcibly stated, a disaster to turn this 
over tothe States again. 

In the first place, if it were turned over to them, every State in the 
Union, 48 of them, through their legislatures would have to enact en- 
abling legislation. It would bea long, long process. 

Mr. Cramer. The Federal program would not be at a standstill dur- 
ing that period. The Federal program would continue until the States 
put a substitute program in use. 

Mr. SHormaker. Yes, but it would be a hodgepodge that would not 
be effective. 

Mr. Cramer. IT appreciate the gentleman’s opinion and I am glad 
to see you again, and, of course, I have always been a stanch sup- 
porter of Public Law 660 including the sewage-treatment program. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Buarnix. Mr. Byrne. 
Mr. Byrne. Mr. Shoemaker, relative to page 5 of your statement, 
you say that until a few months ago, little or no attention or consider- 
ation was given to dirtying the waters. Then you further state that 
States and municipalities have become active and anxious to do the 
job, and especially in the face of a very unfavorable bond market. 

Am I justified in inferring from that that prior to the enactment 
of Public Law 660 the laws as to pollution of streams were not en- 
forced ? 

Mr. SHormaker. Very largely that is correct. 

Mr. Byrne. The duty of the municipalities and the States was to 
enforce the law, but they did not ? 

Mr. SHoemaker. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. That is all. 

Mr. Biatnrg. Thank you very much, Mr. Shoemaker, and Mr. 
Callison. 

The next witness is Mr. George D. Riley, legislative representative 
of the AFL-CIO. 

Will you please take the chair, Mr. Riley ? 




















STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. RILEY, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTA- 
TIVE, AFL-CIO 







Mr. Rizey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is George D. Riley, legislative representative of the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations. 

The AFL-CIO supports H. R. 11714, just as it approved the pur- 
poses of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956. We stand 
for plentiful supplies of the three main essentials of life—clean, safe 
water, pure air, and safe food. 

We endorsed and worked for the passage of the 1956 bill which be- 
came law in a race against a deadline for expiration of the previous 
act. The law has well proved its need, the Public Health Service has 
done a splendid administrative job, and communities which other- 
wise probably would be consuming water of so-so quality can hoist 
a glass of water with far less doubt of what it might contain. 

We are convinced that this legislation is good for America and 
therefore is good for our members, their families, and neighbors. 
















REQUIREMENTS OVERTAX FACILITIES 











The fact that water must be reused many times furnishes the rea- 
son why it must be cleansed now more than ever, because of popula- 
tion growth and inadequate distribution for further utilization. 

Today, this Nation is consuming water at the rate of 260 billion 
gallons daily. There are communities which are not getting their 
share of this gallonage. Nor are the facilities at hand for processing 
the water they do have for domestic and industrial uses, even assum- 
ing some plants have the assets and equipment for doing much to meet 
their own requirements. 

Unfortunately, though the problem of producing potable water has 
been moving toward us rapidly, we have been static in large measure 
in our realization that much must be done and in beginning to do 
something. 
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Our longest range approach to meeting the issue appears to be on 
less than a 20- -year planning phase. By 1975, our population will be 
more than 200 million. Yet the water consumption figure will be 450 
billion gallons daily, and we have not resolved the issue even on a 
10-year basis. 

To quote the words of Eleanor E. Hanlon, assistant professor, de- 

artment of geography, Syracuse University, speaking at last year’s 
National Watershed Congress, in part: 

Today America is struggling with one of the most serious domestic crises 
in her history: the problem of exploding population and settlement—of cities 
swallowing up their countryside. The maw of urban life is already crammed 
with suburbs, sprawling haphazardly into areas which only a few years ago 
were farms or rural hamlets. USDA experts estimate that 1,100,000 acres are 
being lost to cropland annually by urban growth; subdivisions, airports, ‘“corn- 
field” industrial plants, shopping centers, and highways. The new Federal 
roadbuilding program alone will bury 1 million acres under tar and concrete 
during the next decade. 

Month by month, the mushrooming expansion continues. In all the great 
metropolitan areas, cities are losing their geographic distinctiveness as one 
urban agglomeration merges into or overlaps with the next. Along the eastern 
seaboard, 24 standard metropolitan areas (as defined by the United States 
census, 1950), with a population of 32 million, constitute one long, unbroken 
urban region stretching over 600 miles from Boston to the Maryland-Virginia 
border. 

According to Dr. Luther Gulick, head of the Institute of Public 
Administr ation, the United States will, in 50 years, have a network of 
urban structures extending from Boston south to Norfolk, Va.—west 
to Chicago and possibly Kansas City. He predicts manufacturing 
centers will grow in what are now forests of Kentucky and Tennessee— 
and that the Far West and Southwest will experience similar expan- 
sive developments. These may resolve our current dilemma over farm 
surpluses, but problems of water supply, sanitary drainage, disposal 
of industrial wastes, air pollution, outdoor recreation, and others in- 
volving natural resources will not so easily be abated. 

Consider , for a moment, the case of Nassau County, Long Island, 15 
miles east of Manhattan. Reputedly the fastest growing county in 
the Nation, Nassau’s population has jumped from around 300,000 in 
1930 to well over 1.2 million today; it is expected to be 1,900,000 by the 
year 2000, Nassau County has only about 280 square miles of ter- 
ritory; what. little unoccupied land is still available is rapidly suc- 
cumbing to the bulldozer and dredge, preparing the way for more 
monotonous housing developments, shopping centers, industries and 
parking lots: W ater conservation has long been practiced in Nassau 
because of the sole reliance upon deep wells for water supply. In 
1956, water supply pumpage figures were reported at nearly 106 mil- 
lion gallons per day; but engineers predict a consumption of 252,- 
500,000 gallons per day in 2000, How is this much water to be 
provided? The experts are not sure. The report on future water 
developments for Nassau County has not yet left the engineer’s oflice. 

It is evident that the water problem was created, or aggravated in 
some measure, by Federal or local government. Farmland is fast 
becoming suburbs, metropolitan districts, airports, missile-launching 
or testing sites. Towns of yesterday are today’s busy periphery shop- 
ping centers. I imagine almost every member of this committee has 
seen what Il am describing in his own district, where the communi- 
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ties suddenly find the burden of building adequate sanitary and pollu- 
tion-free facilities is practically out of the financial question. 






FEDERAL AID 






But through even the greatly modified legislation of 1956, which its 
opponents still hope they can squeeze to “the consistency of a dry 
sponge, the way is clear to better health through better sewage dis- 
posal and decent water supply. 

Meridian, Miss., a city of 50,000 residents, is offered as an example. 
On December 6, 1956, Meridian and the 3,500 citizens of Higginsville, 
Mo., shared a kind of historic eminence. These localities were first to 
receive Federal funds with which to construct sewage-treatment plants 
under the present act to abate the water pollution nuisance and hazard. 

What has the act meant to Meridian with its $4,500,000 program ? 
Federal aid is adding $250,000 to help build a complete sewage-treat- 
ment system with both primary and secondary plants, trunklines, in- 
terceptor lines, and additions to the water system. 

A naval base being constructed will add 2,600 more population to 
the community. Higginsv ille, unable to climb into the “do-it-your- 
self” class, now can afford, with an assist, to have 2 oxidation basins, 
a 114-mile trunkline, submains, and laterals, all at a total cost of 
$650,000. 

Thirteen hundred communities have filed applications for Federal 
grants. And while the Federal aid involved is $120 million, the total 
in construction is $787 million. This is far less than the proportion 
of Federal money involved in the current Federal highway program 
which your committee approved just 2 years ago. 




















PREVAILING WAGES 







Just as was true for the Highway Act, we ask that the prevailing 
wage section for construction work with Federal money be included 
by your committee at the time H. R. 11714 is cleared to the House 
Calendar. I know that most every Member is informed on how the 
Davis-Bacon Act is applicable. This section was in the bill 2 years 
ago when approved by the House. 

“Mr. Chairman, I have prepared suggested language for whatever 
use your subcommittee wishes to make of it at the time of marking up 
the bill. 

Mr. Biatrnrk. Without objection, the suggested language referred 
to will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 














PREVAILING RATE OF WAGE AND 40-HourR WEEK 










The Surgeon General shall take such action as may be necessary to insure that 
all laborers and mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors on proj- 
ects assisted under this title (1) shall be paid wages at rates not less than 
those prevailing on the same type of work on similar construction in the im- 
mediate locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the 
act of August 30, 1935 (Davis-Bacon Act), and (2) shall be employed not more 
than 40 hours in any one week unless the employee receives wages for his 
employment in excess of the hours specified above at the rate not less than one 
and one-half times the regular rate at which he is employed. 
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EXPEDITING THE PROGRAM 


Mr. Ritey. As for the basic purposes of H. R. 11714, it is greatly 
reassuring that your subcommittee is looking ahead and that your 
vision is not being blurred by the recent propos: sal that the communities 
be left to their own devices, in some instances quite meager, to wrestle 
with the perplexity of filthy water supply. 

Many of those you represent are our members. We are concerned 
for their well-being, just as we know you are. Dirty water has few 
bounds, just as air pollution, disaster, disease, or other undesirable 
factors of life, seek the level and thus are the problems of all of us 
until all of these have been met successfully. 

We maintain pollution abatement must come about with accelera- 
tion. Our burgeoning population will not wait for nature to take 
its course to provide the sanitation facilities needed for everyday 
life. The fact that every State and most of the Territories already 
have received approval of water supply and water pollution control 
programs carrying grants is sufficient demonstration of the demand 
for extension and expansion of Public Law 660. 

[ would rather modify that language to say it is not an expansion, 
but merely returning to the original proposal as introduced in the 
bill 2 years ago, but which, as I said, was greatly modified for the 
sake of expedienc: y, and to meet the deadline of the expiring act. 

This is a program with 9,000 sorely needed sewage treatment 
works. This program provides real incentive for communities to 
tackle their responsibilities, just as hospitals are being built through 
requirement and incentive. 

CLEAN RIVERS 


Writing in the National Municipal Review, one of the big stories 
of our time, according to Peter Farb, is the way the American people 
are tackling the job of w: ashing their rivers clean of filth, according 
to an issue of the Saturday Evening Post this year. 


Hundreds of streams are beginning to lose their murky hue for the first time 
in generations— 


said the Post. 


Fish are warily swimming back to haunts abandoned by their distant an- 
cestors. Individuals, industries, communities, and States are joining forces 
to get rid of the open sewers that have been masquerading as rivers. 

One of the most remarkable of these cleanup jobs to date has been done 
on the Raritan River, in northern New Jersey. Only a decade ago, the Raritan 
was carrying uncounted millions of gallons of sewage and waste downstream 
every day. As the result of a citizens’ “Restore the Raritan” organization, 
a vast new sewerage system parallel to the river, has been built. When it is 
opened sometime this year, it will take about 40 million gallons of sewage and 
industrial wastes daily to a modern treatment plant downstream. 

A similar feat was achieved recently in the 42,000-acre forest preserve dis- 
trict near Chicago. This splendid tract was being ruined by a steady pollution 
of its 125 miles of streams. Now, thanks to the efforts of the Cook County 
Clean Streams Committee, 25 new disposal plants have been built in the area 
and the water is clear again. 

A spectacular job of rinsing residue from a river has been done on Pennsyl- 
vania’s Schuylkill waterway. This unfortunate stream was befouled for decades 
by millions of tons of coal washings plus uncounted tons of raw sewage. But as 
the result of an energetic attack by the State, the Schuylkill is much improved. 

The attack on river pollution has been largely a State and local effort, but the 
new Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660) allows the Federal 
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Government to perform a useful pump-priming function in getting communities 
to act. Under the terms of the law, towns and cities with sewage troubles can 
get interest-free Government loans to pay for expert surveys of their problems. 

The Federal Government also provides some direct assistance, although on the 
400 construction grants made to date, Federal aid has amounted to only 20 percent 
of the cost. 

One of the most encouraging aspects in this whole matter is the way that 
industry, long labeled a gross offender, is helping to carry the ball in cleaning 
up the rivers. 

STATE-AID PROGRAMS 


I am sure your committee is aware of the current attempts to abolish 
State-aid programs which provide services to the people of the United 
States. Inasmuch as these present hearings on ae are the first 
House bill to reach hearing stage since receipt »y the Congress of a 
communication from the White House intended to set the stage for 
abolishing such programs, it is appropriate to refer to our own posi- 
tion on this vital issue. 

We feel we have a tremendous stake in this problem for the reason 
that we are the world’s largest segment of consumers, numbering ap- 
proximately 15 million, and figuring that at 4 to a family, it would 
run it up to the better part of 60 million people. So we do feel we 
have a tremendous stake in this legislation. 

In this connection, the text of the resolution (No. 121) adopted by 
the AFL-CIO is attached to this statement. 

In 1940, we were a Nation of 132 million people. There are 172 
million Americans today. What is more, by 1970, it is estimated there 
will be over 200 million. 

Mr. Buatnix. I regret to interrupt you because you have such an 
excellent and well-prepared statement, into which a lot of care and 
research went, and I note in this next page you give us some very im- 
portant population growth figures which are basic to any program of 
planning on a sound and long- term basis for any of the services which 
would be needed and required by the people. May we either sum- 
marize it, or skim through it, and go on to the conclusions? 

Mr. Ritey. May we file the rest of the statement for the record, 
Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Buiatrnrx. Without objection, the balance of Mr. Riley’s state- 
ment may be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. Ritey, AFL-CIO LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE 


The AFL-CIO supports H. R. 11714, just as it approved the purposes of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956. We stand for plentiful supplies 
of the three main essentials of life—clean, safe water, pure air, and safe food. 

We endorsed and worked for the passage of the 1956 bill which became law in 
a race against a deadline for expiration of the previous act. The law has well 
proved its need, the Public Health Service has done a splendid administrative 
job and communities which otherwise probably would be consuming water of 
so-so quality can hoist a glass of water with far less doubt of what it might 
contain. 

We are convinced that this legislation is good for America and therefore is 
good for our members, their families, and neighbors. 


REQUIREMENTS OVERTAX FACILITIES 


The fact that water must be reused many times furnishes the reason why it 
must be cleansed now more than ever because of population growth and inade- 
quate distribution for further utilization. 
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Today, this Nation is consuming water at the rate of 260 billion gallons daily. 
There are communities which are not getting their share of this gallonage. Nor 
are the facilities at hand for processing the water they do have for domestic 
and industrial uses, even assuming some plants have the assets and equipment 
for doing much to meet their own requirements. 

Unfortunately, though the problem of producing potable water has been mov- 
ing toward us rapidly, we have been static in large measure in our realization 
that much must be done and in beginning to do something. 

Our longest range approach to meeting the issue appears to be on less than a 
20-year planning phase. By 1975, our population will be more than 200 million. 
Yet the water consumption figure will be 450 billion gallons daily and we have 
not resolved the issue even on a 10-year basis. 

To quote the words of Eleanor BE. Hanlon, assistant professor, department of 
geography, Syracuse University, speaking at last year’s National Watershed 
Congress, in part: 

“Today America is struggling with one of the most serious domestic crises in 
her history : The problem of exploding population and settlement—of cities swal- 
lowing up their countryside. The maw of urban life is already crammed with 
suburbs, sprawling haphazardly into areas which only a few years ago were 
farms or rural hamlets. USDA experts estimate that 1,100,000 acres are being 
lost to cropland annually by urban growth; subdivisions, airports, cornfield 
industrial plants, shopping centers and highways. The new Federal roadbuild- 
ing program alone will bury 1 million acres under tar and concrete during the 
next decade. 

“Month by month, the mushrooming expansion continues. In all the great. 
metropolitan areas, cities are losing their geographic distinctiveness as one urban 
agglomeration merges into or overlaps with the next. Along the eastern sea- 
board, 24 standard metropolitan areas (as defined by the United States Census, 
1950), with a population of 32 million, constitute 1 long, unbroken urban 
region stretching over 600 miles from Boston to the Maryland-Virginia border. 

“According to Dr. Luther Gulick, head of the Institute of Public Administra- 
tion, the United States will, in 50 years, have a network of urban structures 
extending from Boston south to Norfolk, Va.—west to Chicago and possibly 
Kansas City. He predicts manufacturing centers will grow in what are now 
forests of Kentucky and Tennessee—and that the Far West and Southwest will 
experience similar expansive developments. These may resolve our current 
dilemma over farm surpluses, but problems of water supply, sanitary drainage, 
disposal of industrial wastes, air pollution, outdoor recreation, and others in- 
volving natural resources will not so easily be abated. 

“Consider, for a moment, the case of Nassau County, Long Island, 15 miles 
east of Manhattan. Reputedly the fastest growing county in the Nation, Nas- 
sau’s population has jumped from around 300,000 in 1930 to well over 1.2 million 
today; it is expected to be 1,900,000 by the year 2000. Nassau County has only 
about 280 square miles of territory ; what little unoccupied land is still available 
is rapdly succumbing to the bulldozer and dredge, preparing the way for more 
monotonous housing developments, shopping centers, industries, and parking 
lots. Water conservation has long been practiced in Nassau because of the sole 
reliance upon deep wells for water supply. In 1956, water supply pumpage 
figures were reported at nearly 106 million gallons per day; but engineers pre- 
dict a consumption of 252,500,000 gallons per day in 2000. How is this much 
water to be provided? The experts are not sure. The report on future water 
developments for Nassau County has not yet left the engineer’s office.” 

It is evident that the water problem was created, or aggravated in some mea- 
sure, by Federal or local government. Farmland is fast becoming suburbs, 
metropolitan districts, airports, missile-launching or testing sites. Towns of 
vesterday are today’s busy periphery shopping centers. I imagine almost every 
member of this committee has seen what I am describing in his own district 
where the communities suddenly find the burden of building adequate sanitary 
and pollution-free facilities is practically out of the financial question. 


FEDERAL AID 


But through even the greatly modified legislation of 1956 which its opponents 
still hope they can squeeze to the consistency of a dry sponge, the way is clear 
to better health through better sewage disposal and decent water supply. 

Meridian, Miss., a city of 50,000 residents, is offered as an example. On De- 
cember 6, 1956, Meridian and the 3,500 citizens of Higginsville, Mo., shared a 
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kind of historic eminence. These localities were first to receive Federal funds 
with which to construct sewage treatment plants under the present act to abate 
the water pollution nuisance and hazare 

What has the act meant to Meridian with its $4,500,000 program? Federal 
aid is adding $250,000 to help build a complete sewage treatment system with 
both primary and secondary plants, trunklines, interceptor lines and additions 
to the water system. 

A naval base being constructed will add 2,600 more population to the com- 
munity. Higginsville, unable to climb into the “do-it-yourself” class, now can 
afford, with an assist, to have two oxidation basins, a 114-mile trunkline, sub- 
mains and laterals, all at a total cost of $650,000. 

Thirteen hundred communities have filed applications for Federal grants. 
And while the Federal aid involved is $120 million, the total in construction 
is $787 million. This is far less than the proportion of Federal money involved 
in the current Federal highway program which your committee approved just 2 
years ago. 

PREVAILING WAGES 


Just as was true for the Highway Act, we ask that the prevailing wage sec- 
tion for construction work with Federal money be included by your committee 
at the time H. R. 11714 is cleared to the House Calendar. I know that most 
every Member is informed on how the Davis-Bacon Act is applicable. This 
section was in the bill 2 years ago when approved by the House. 


EXPEDITING THE PROGRAM 


As for the basis purposes of H. R. 11714, it is greatly reassuring that your 
subcommittee is looking ahead and that your vision is not being blurred by the 
recent proposal that the communities be left to their own devices, in some in- 
stances quite meager, to wrestle with the perplexity of filthy water supply. 

Many of those you represent are our members. We are concerned for their 
well-being, just as we know you are. Dirty water has few bounds, just as air 
pollution, disaster, disease or other undesirable factors of life seek the level 
and thus are the problems of all of us until all of these have been met suc- 
cessfully. 

We maintain pollution abatement must come about with acceleration. Our 
burgeoning population will not wait for nature to take its course to provide the 
sanitation. facilities needed for everyday life. The fact that every State and 
most of the Territories already have received approval of water supply and 
water pollution control programs carrying grants is sufficient demonstration of 
the demand for extension and expansion of Public Law 660. 

This is a program with 9,000 sorely needed sewage treatment works. This 
program provides real incentive for communities to tackle their responsibilities, 
just as hospitals are being built through requirement and incentive. 


CLEAN RIVERS 


Writing in the National Municipal Review, one of the big stories of our time, 
according to Peter Farb, is the way the American people are tackling the job 
of washing their rivers clean of filth, according to an issue of the Saturday 
Evening Post this year. 

“Hundreds of streams are beginning to lose their murky hue for the first 
time in generations,” said the Post. “Fish are warily swimming back to haunts 
abandoned by their distant ancestors. Individuals, industries, communities and 
States are joining forces to get rid of the open sewers that have been mas- 
querading as rivers. 

“One of the most remarkable of these cleanup jobs to date has been done on 
the Raritan River, in northern New Jersey. Only a decade ago, the Raritan 
was carrying uncounted millions of gallons of sewage and waste downstream 
every day. As the result of a citizens’ ‘Restore the Raritan’ organization, a 
vast new sewage system, parallel to the river, has been built. When it is 
opened sometime this year, it will take about 40 million gallons of sewage and 
industrial wastes daily to a modern treatment plant downstream. 

“A similar feat was achieved recently in the 42,000-acre forest preserve district 
near Chicago. This splendid tract was being ruined by a steady pollution of 
its 125 miles of streams. Now, thanks to the efforts of the Cook County Clean 
Streams Committee, 25 new disposal plants have been built in the area and the 
water is clear again. 
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“A spectacular job of rinsing residue from a river has been done on Penn- 
sylvania’s Schuylkill waterway. This unfortunate stream was befouled for 
decades by millions of tons of coal washings plus uncounted tons of raw sewage. 
But as the result of an energetic attack by the State, the Schuylkill is much 
improved. 

“The attack on river pollution has been largely a State and local effort, but the 
new Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660) allows the Federal 
Government to perform a useful pump-priming function in getting communities 
to act. Under the terms of the law, towns and cities with sewage troubles can 
get interest-free Government loans to pay for expert surveys of their problems. 

“The Federal Government also provides some direct assistance, although on 
the 400 construction grants made to date, Federal aid has amounted to only 20 
percent of the cost. 

“One of the most encouraging aspects in this whole matter is the way that 
industry, long labeled a gross offender, is helping to carry the ball in cleaning 
up the rivers.” 

STATE-AID PROGRAMS 


I am sure your committee is aware of the current attempts to abolish State- 
aid programs which provide services to the people of the United States. Inas- 
much as these present hearings on pollution are the first House bill to reach 
hearing stage since receipt by the Congress of a communication from the White 
House intended to set the stage for abolishing such programs, it is appropriate 
to refer to our own position on this vital issue. 

In this connection, the text of the resolution (No. 121) adopied by the 
AFL-CIO is attached to this statement. 

In 1940, we were a Nation of 132 million people. There are 172 million 
Americans today. What is more, by 1970, it is estimated there will be over 
200 million. 

Naturally, such population rise confronts the States and localities with a 
staggering increase in public-service demands. The concentration of most of the 
increase in our major cities and their surrounding suburbs has particularly 
heightened the problems of the metropolitan areas. At the same time, the pub- 
lic-construction lag during the depression and two wars has further intensified 
the crisis State and local governments now face. 

The United States has gone through two great changes in its living patterns. 
In the last quarter of the 19th century and the first quarter of the 20th century, 
we shifted from a basically rural Nation to a basically urban society. Inevi- 
tably, the growth of the cities rapidly increased the burden of maintaining tra- 
ditional local functions and newer ones—for education, police and fire protec- 
tion, sanitation, recreation, and for public health. 

With the second great change in American life—the shift from an urban to a 
basically metropolitan society—the demand for expanded local public services 
has become explosive. 

In 1955, according to the Council of State Governments, almost 60 percent of 
our entire population was living in 172 metropolitan areas located in 42 States 
and the District of Columbia. These 95 million metropolitan residents live in 
an area that covers only 7 percent of the entire territory of the United States. 
Furthermore, this human concentration continues—between 1950 and 1955, 97 
percent of our 12 million population rise occurred in the metropolitan areas. 

These areas are compact and interrelated single communities consisting of a 
major core city, its suburbs and its satellite cities—and their boundaries become 
extended every day. While about 70 percent of the 172 metropolitan areas are 
still confined to a single county, the boundaries of 30 extended into 2, 3, or even 
4 counties in 1955, and 24 were interstate. 

The arrival of the metropolitan era has multiplied the costs of all the tradi- 
tional local public-service functions and it has added a host of modern ones as 
well. The crisis of traffic congestion must be met, and a rapid mass transporta- 
tion system between the core city and its growing suburbs must be maintained. 
Water and sewerage systems must be expanded. Slum clearance, the provision 
of low-cost public housing, and the retarding of community blight must be under- 
taken. The ending of water and air pollution and the elimination of industrial 
wastes are now urgent public necessities. 

All of these new and staggering metropolitan area responsibilities are being 
added to traditional ones and the revenue required to meet them is constantly 
going up. 

The shifting population pattern has also brought problems of another sort. 
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While rapidly expanding communities find that their tax revenues lag far 
behind soaring needs, in the localities where job opportunities and population 
are shrinking, local tax revenue falls faster than public service costs. 

What has this to do with the bill now being considered? Just this: 


CONCLUSION 


In our view, there is nothing local about a condition which allows or com- 
pels the residents of a given locality to consume contaminated water discharged 
upstream. Water is a national asset or liability as the case may be. This 
legislation will make a greater asset, certainly if we can compete with the waste 
dumped into the channels of flowing or falling water. 

Last year, following enactment of Public Law 660, brought the turning point 
in a long struggle to provide sparkling clean water from streams large or small 
to be consumed or to provide recreation and to add to our strength and pride 
nationally. 

We ask for early definitive action on H. R. 11714 as the answers to those 
who would destroy the clean water program. 


APPENDIX A 


RESOLUTION No. 121—THE ATTACK ON FEDERAL Arp TO STATE AND LOCAL 
GOVERN MENTS 


(Adopted at the 1957 AFL-CIO convention) 


An administration campaign is under way to destroy the Federal grant-in-aid 
programs which have done so much to raise public service standards in all States 
and localities but particularly in the poorer ones. 

This campaign, spearheaded by the National Association of Manufacturers 
and the chamber of commerce, seeks to whittle away the $3% billion in Federal 
funds now distributed annually to help finance a variety of State and local 
services essential to the national welfare. These Federal grants—which the 
States and localities match with funds of their own—help build hospitals and 
airports; provide aid for the needy aged, orphans, and the blind; support voca- 
tional education and the rehabilitation of the handicapped; accelerate slum 
clearance and the construction of public housing; provide school lunches for 
millions of children and encourage a score of other vital services which many 
States and localities could not or would not provide without the stimulus of 
Federal aid. 

The State and local governments, as a whole, have not been shirking their own 
responsibility to try to raise more revenue to meet the explosive postwar rise in 
public service demands. Between 1948 and 1956 they increased their own yearly 
expenditure from money they raised themselves from less than $13 billion to 
over $33 billion, a rise of 111 percent. To pay for this tremendous expenditure 
growth State and local tax collections were pushed up to 96 percent in the course 
of the last 8 years while State and local debt has skyrocketed 162 percent. 
What is more, both State and local taxes and indebtedness continue to go up. 

Aithough the cost of all of the Federal grants-in-aid represent less than 50 
percent of the Federal budget, their continuance and expansion are vitally 
important if our most hard-pressed States and localities are to continue to 
perform essential public services. The so-called economy lobby, nonetheless, 
wants to end the Federal grant programs entirely. 

At the President’s instigation, a special Federal-State Action Committee made 
up of governors and Federal officials is already meeting behind closed doors, 
and deciding which of the grants should be ended first. After three brief sessions 
and no public hearings, it is reported that the committee majority is ready to 
recommend the reduction or complete elimination of Federal aid for school 
lunches, vocational education, water pollution abatement, national disaster relief, 
and assistance for the needy aged. And this is only the beginning. 

It is also reported that the committee will recommend that several Federal 
excise taxes be relinquished to the States in order to provide them with new 
revenue to make up for the abandoned Federal aid. This proposal, however, 
will by no means assure the continuance of the public services now supported 
by Federal aid. 

In the first place, the lower income States that now receive the largest propor- 
tionate share of Federal aid cannot possibly make up their revenue loss by 
imposing the taxes that Washington would abandon. Only the wealthiest 
States—that need aid least—would benefit from this cynical States rights scheme. 
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Secondly, there is absolutely no assurance that the reactionaries who control 
most State legislatures would continue to appropriate funds for these essential 
public-service programs, particularly after the stimulus of Federal matching 
funds has been withdrawn. Even in the wealthier States, vitally important 
civilian service programs would be emasculated or ended entirely. 

The States’ Righters’ attack on the Federal grants-in-aid—like their attack 
on the regulatory bodies of the Federal Government—has not been launched to 
strengthen the ability of State and local governments to more effectively fulfill 
their growing responsibilities. It has been conceived solely to serve the special 
interests of wealthy corporations and individuals who view all Federal expendi- 
ture cuts as potential tax-saving opportunities for themselves: Therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Second Constitutional Convention of the American Federa- 
tion of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations, recognizing that: 

In our industrialized society, millions of families now migrate across State 
and local boundaries every year and the volume and quality of public services 
everywhere affects the welfare of us all; and that 

Higher minimum educational, health, and welfare standards for all Americans 
are desirable not only because we are a humane and generous people and the 
richest Nation in the world, but also are essential because the security of the 
Nation is deeply involved; and that 

Experience has amply demonstrated that many States and localities do not 
have sufficient financial resources to provide minimum public-service standards 
for their citizens through no fault of their own; and that 

Only the Federal Government is sufficiently powerful to insure an adequate 
and just tax contribution from corporate profits and the incomes of the wealthy 
to help support minimum public-service needs throughout the Nation. 

It is the reasoned view of the AFL-CIO that if State and local governments 
are to be strengthened in the performance of their essential functions, Federal 
grant programs must be improved and extended, not destroyed. The effort to 
undermine the Federal grant system, when necessity dictates that, in fact, it 
should be enlarged, is false economy this Nation can ill afford. 


Mr. Ritey. I believe it is pretty well recognized what our position 
is here, but I would like to say this: Here is a bottle of water from 
Bear Creek, Butler County, below the point of pollution in Butler 
County, which is 57 percent acid, and which is not fit for human 
consumption, or for fish, or for anything else. 

Here is a bottle of water from the river north of Johnstown, Pa., 
above the point of pollution, which is 99 percent pure. That is what 
can be done with cooperation between State and local authorities. 
That is the kind of water we like to have, and that is the kind of 
thing we will have as a result of the approval of this legislation. 

There is one more thing I would like to refer to, which is the 
passage from recent hearings on Federal-State-local relations by 
the Government Operations ‘Committee of the House, wherein Mr. 
Holifield was asking Secretary Anderson, who is the Cochairman 
of this Committee set up to study this matter, and Mr. Holifield, 
speaking to Secretary Anderson, said : 

In other words, even if we make available the 4 percent tax 
speaking of the part of the telephone excise tax— 
we have no guaranty that the States would carry through with the program. 
They might just take that 4 percent additional revenue, and reduce the present 
taxes on property or State income tax or State sales tax or something along 
that line. 

Secretary ANDERSON. One could never have the assurance. 

That comes from the Cochairman of the Committee which was set 
up to make the recommendations which are contained in the bill 
mentioned by the preceding witness. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that there are repealer clauses in that 
bill, and I am wondering whether the Congress is prepared to have 
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one committee repeal the actions of another committee, by specifically 
outlining by title and by public number and code number the acts 
which this committee has, in good faith with the American people, 
and for their welfare, put on the statute books of the United 
States. 

I do not believe, from my 25 years of experience on the Hill, that 
the Congress is prepared to let the Ways and Means Committee, or 
any other committee, repeal the acts of any other integral permanent 
standing committee of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. Briarnrg. Mr. Riley, we thank you for your presentation. 

Mr. Dootry. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Buatrnix. Mr. Dooley 

Mr. Doo.ry. I would like to commend the witness, and ask the 
chairman if it would be in order to have the witness come back to- 
morrow, if he wishes, so that we can hear more and benefit from his 
responses to questions? The witness seems to be very well prepared, 
and has a great backlog of experience on this subject. 

Mr. Ritey. That is very aine. Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee. I would be very happy to come back and answer any 
questions, because I feel very strongly about this thing. Certainly, 
the AFL-CIO is on record on this subject. 

Mr. Biatrnix. They are not only on record, but the Chair can testify 
and give evidence that they have given us splendid support in our 
battle of 2 years ago, and followed through. to give every assistance 
they could to make the program work as effectively as possible. 

Mr. Ruey. If I may add a personal footnote to this thing, when I 
was a young kid I contracted typhoid fever from drinking Missis- 
sippi River water which was supposed to be clean and dec ent. For 
3 weeks I had a burning fever. If there are any of you here who have 
never had typhoid fever, you have something not to look forward to. 
That was a result of pollution of the Father of Waters. 

Mr. Dootry. I would like to ask the witness, does that not point 
up in the minds of all of us the fact that this is an interstate problem 
rather than a State problem? If the States along the Mississippi 
River were to enforce the law on pollution very effectively and the 
States above were not to do so, the whole program is invalid or made 
useless. 

Mr. Rizr. Mr. Dooley, if the forces of nature would stay within 
the bounds that our imagination would prescribe for them and would 
not cross the State lines, these imaginary boundary lines, perhaps 
somebody would be able to say it is a State and local problem. But 
water is a dynamic force, and it will not let men and geographers tell 
it where it will rest, or where it shall go on a rampage. It is an inter- 
state problem. 

Mr. Dootry. Thank you. 

Mr. Brarnix. Would it be possible for you to come back, Mr. Riley ? 
I do not want to be too optimistic, because we have a rather heavy 
schedule. 

Mr. Rirey. Any way you want to. 

Mr. Dootry. It is up to you, Mr. Chairman, but it is a suggestion 
of mine. I think this gentleman knows this field thoroughly, but I 
have no particular questions in mind, so, if you do not feel it is 
appropriate, I will not press it. 
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Mr. Rirry. I will be standing by at the pleasure of the subcommit- 
tee at any time. 
(Letter received from Mr. Riley follows :) 


AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR 
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., May 28, 1958. 
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House Public Works Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR CHAIRMAN BLatTNIK: During the hearings before your subcommittee 
just concluded, reference was made from time to time to the attitude of the 
governors conference toward continuing the program on stream pollution as 
presently operated. 

On the final day of the hearings, it was said that the governors had endorsed 
the principle involved in diverting the program to the State level with full 
financial responsibility. 

I believe your subcommittee will wish to know just what the governors had 
to say on this issue at their Miami meeting. For this reason, I am quoting 
just what was Said as the outgrowth of their session. The conclusions reached 
by the States’ chief executives were: 

“The recommendation which would resuit in assumption by the States of 
complete administrative and financial responsibility for functions now a joint 
Federal-State responsibility should be implemented only on the following basis: 

‘1. That adequate time be allowed for adjustment through practicable pro- 
cedure at both levels to insure that there is no impairment of the programs; and 

That modification of the tax relinquishment recommendation be made by 
the joint committee to insure that the revenue source made available to each 
State is substantially equivalent to the cost of the functions to be assumed.” 

It is evident, therefore, from the foregoing that the Governors were quite 
careful not to tumble into midstream for the insistent urgings that they endorse 
depriving the Federal Government of a share in cleaning up the contaminated 
streams of the United States wherever to be found and installing sewage dis- 
posal facilities, neither of which is a “local problem” when dynamic running 
water is no respecter of man-devised geographical and political boundaries. 

It will be greatly appreciated if this letter is included as part of the proceed- 
ings on amending the Stream Pollution Control Act of 1956. 

With best wishes for success to your usually capable and dedicated efforts to 
serve the American people, I am, 

Sincerely, 
GerorGE D. RILEY, 
Legislative Representative AFL-CIO. 

Mr. Cramer. I would like to ask after the testimony of Mr. Lee, 
where the criteria of the State of Florida was discussed, that the 
Florida and the Federal criteria be included in the record. 

(See Mr. Lee’s statement on p. 97.) 

Mr. Buatnik. Without objection, that may be done. 

The next witness is Mr. Louis S. Clapper, assistant conservation 
director of the National Wildlife Federation. 

We appreciate your patience in carrying along with us, Mr. Clapper. 
You may proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS CLAPPER, ASSISTANT CONSERVATION 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Crapper. Mr. Chairman, I am Mr. Louis Clapper, assistant 
conservation director of the National Wildlife Federation. 

The National Wildlife Federation is a nonprofit citizens’ organiza- 
tion made up of affiliated conservation groups in 50 States, Territories, 
and the District of Columbia. The combined memberships of the 
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afliliates total more than 2 million people and make the Federation the 
Nation’s largest conservation organization. 

With the unanimous backing of its State affiliates, Mr. Chairman, 
the federation actively supported the adoption of Public Law 660 by 
the 84th Congress. This, the Pollution Control Act, was the most 
outstanding accomplishment of the 84th Congress in the field of 
natural resources management and a great victory for conservation. 
Results obtained since Public Law 660 became effective have substan- 
tiated our high regard for this act. There is no question but that the 
appropriations authorized by Public Law 660 for the sewage-treatment 
construction grants program have stimulated pollution abatement 
efforts on the part of many communities. 

In reality, the full potential of Public Law 660 has become evident 
only in recent weeks. In the 17 months since the construction grants 
program actually got underway in December 1956, until the end of 
April 1958, a total of $82,907,353 was approved in grants for 994 
projects. Total construction cost of these 994 projects is figured at 
$390,774,000. But, as of April 30, 1958, there were applications on 
local dr awing boards or being processed | in State and regional offices 
for other grants aggregating $93,065,000, to assist in the construction 
of some 968 other installations estimated to cost a total of about $711 
million. 

These figures clearly show, Mr. Chairman, that although new mu- 
nicipal sewage-treatment plants now are being initiated and con- 
structed at the fastest rate in our natural history, the stimulation 
being brought about by Public Law 660 is just beginning to be felt. 
In fact t, our purpose in appearing here today is to speak in behalf 
of H. R. 11714, H. R. 12166, and S. 3576, identical measures which we 
believe would strengthen and improve Public Law 660 in the light 
of demonstrated needs. 

First, the bills under consideration by this subcommittee would 
increase the amount of any one grant from the present $250,000 to 
$500,000. ‘There is a need to stimulate construction of larger munici- 
pal sewage-treatment projects. This fact is evident from data com- 
piled by the United States Public Health Service. Of the 947 proj- 
ects approved as of March 31, 1958, 458 or 48 percent were to serve 
communities of a population of 2 500 or less. Only 59 projects, or 6 
percent of the total, were to serve communities over 50,000 in popu- 
lation. 

Second, these measures would permit municipalities to join together 
in constructing joint projects, with each community to be eligible 
for a grant for its share of the total cost. Adoption of this change 
in Public Law 660 would be especially advantageous in eer 
complexes such as exist right here in the Washington area 

Third, the appropriation authorization for each fiscal year would 
be increased from $50 million to $100 million, and the aggregate to 
$1 billion. In view of increasing interest in construction grants, a 
low municipal bond market and other economic factors, the original 
$100 million annual figure appears more realistic and in line with 
national pollution control needs than does the present $50 million. 

Fourth and last, the federation approves of the proposal to permit 
reallocation of unobligated funds to States having projects awaiting 
availability of grant moneys. There is no sound reason to delay 
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construction anywhere if adequate funds are available for the pur- 
pose, 

Mr. Chairman, we would like to make one important additional 
observation. The National Wildlife Federation, as before related, 
has supported the principles of Public Law 660 and believe the meas- 
ures under consideration here today would strengthen it, The feder- 
ation will lend equally strong opposition to any measures believed 
designed to weaken or abolish Public Law 660. 

An interesting theory has been advanced by the so-called Joint 
Federal-State Action Committee, which is making its recommenda- 
tion to the governors’ conference now in session at Miami. The pro- 
posal, to be as brief as possible, would call for the States to take over 
Federal responsibilities in the pollution treatment construction pro- 
gram. We know from bitter experience such a plan will not work. 
We even suspect proponents of the plan are pushing it because they, 
too, know it will not work. A few States legislatures might act 
promptly to carry on the program, but delays of a decade or more 
would be the usual result. Meanwhile, we once again would be falling 
behind in the pollution control program. This opposition stems from 
vested interests who have selfish objectives rather than the public 
welfare in mind. 

I might interpolate here that our observation of H, R. 12524 is 
that it would not require that the States actually use this money to 
be received from the telephone tax for a pollution control program. 

Secondly, we are not sure but what it would completely repeal the 
act. In effect, Public Law 660 would be completely repealed by this 
H. R. 12524, as we read it. 

It was brought out in testimony here earlier today, and we wish to 
make it clear, that this act Mr. Reed introduced last Thursday makes 
no provision for carrying it out in the States that do not conform 
to the other provisions of this act. 

Mr. Biarnik. It requires no assurance from the States ? 

Mr. Crarrer. That is right. So many major streams and water- 
sheds and metropolitan areas are interstate in character that only 
Federal action, in cooperation with State and local agencies, can be 
or will be effective in pollution control. Again speaking of a nearby 
problem, we point to the Potomac River as a case in point. 

The expenditure of Federal funds to clean up municipal sewage is 
as valid as the use of Federal moneys for construction of flood-control 
works, the improvement and maintenance of rivers and harbors for 
navigation, and the construction of drainage and irrigation projects. 
In many instances, the same waters are involved and the programs 
might supplement each other. 

Recreational uses are only a few among many benefits to acerue 
from pollution-control measures, yet the sportsmen and conservation- 
ists whom the federation represents offer material aid to the program 
through support of local laws and municipal bond issues. 

For the immediate economy and public welfare, and for the long- 
range security of America, water pollution must be cleaned up. 

Mr. Chairman, to substantiate the previously stated policy, I ask 
permission to include with this statement a copy of Resolution No. 7, 
adopted by the National Wildlife Federation during the annual con- 


2687458 10 








140 AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


vention at St. Louis, Mo., February 28-March 2, 1958. The resolu- 
tion follows: 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Twenty-second Annual Meeting, St. Louis, Mo., February 28—March 1 and 2, 1958 
Resolution No. 7, Pollution Abatement Under Public Law 660 


Whereas, after nearly 2 years of experience, the program of construction 
grants to municipalities under the Blatnik Act (Public Law 660, 84th Cong.) has 
proven to be effective in stimulating a desirable increase in the national rate of 
sewage treatment with resultant abatement of water pollution ; and 

Whereas studies by the National Wildlife Federation and other agencies have 
indicated that if this program were increased to a total of $100 million an- 
nually, as was proposed in the original Blatnik bill, the problem of sewage pollu- 
tion of public waters could be overcome in most States of the Union within 10 
years : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, The National Wildlife Federation commends the Congress of the 
United States for appropriating funds for sewage-treatment construction grants 
for fiscal years 1957 and 1958 ; and, be it further 

Resolved, That the federation urges the Congress to increase the authoriza- 
tions and appropriations under Public Law 660 for sewage-treatment construc- 
tion grants to $100 million annually to the end that all the Nation’s polluted 
streams may be cleaned up and our vital water supplies restored, conserved, 
and made available for domestic, industrial, agricultural, recreational, fish and 
wildlife uses and other purposes in the public interest. 

Mr. Buarnix. Thank you very much, Mr. Clapper, for a very con- 
cise and precise statement. 

Mr. CRAMER. May IT ask one question ¢ 

Mr. Buatnik. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Craaer. I was interested in the gentleman’s statement on page 
2 with regard to the Joint Federal-State Action Committee’s recom- 
mendation. 1 would suggest that the gentleman study further H. R. 
12524, because it is my understanding, consistent with the President’s 
recommendations, the recommendation appearing on page 2 is that it 
affects only section 6 of the Water Pollution Control Act and does not 
affect the entire act so far as law enforcement is concerned. 

Mr. Crapper. No, sir. It does affect section 6, but it does repeal it 
entirely. 

Mr. Cramer. Of course, I would be no party to repealing this pro- 
gram. I want to make that very clear. But I do feel the States can 
carry out the program and, w ith the State legislatures accepting the 
responsibility, I feel it is a State function and they should do it and 
they are closer to the individual State problem and can better meet it. 

I do not feel the law-enforcement function should be turned over 
to them for preventing water pollution, which was what Public Law 
660 was limited to before 1956, but the sewage disposal plant con- 
struction program, which is a separate and new program, is of a local 
nature and is more of a State nature and can be administered on a 
State basis. It is interrelated, but it is a separate and separable as 
well as a localized program. I want to make that first point. 

The second point is, in regard to the President’s recommendations— 
and, of course, they have not been fully proposed in presently intro- 
duced legislation—H. R. 12524 is only one portion of the legislation 
being considered—the Pi Sudan recommendation specifically pro- 
vides that this should not curtail the existing programs in these pub- 
lic-works fields, but merely transfer the same functions, together with 
tax funds to pay for them, to the States. Of course, that being the 
objective, I assume, if the objective would be carried out in that man- 
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ner, it throws an entirely different light on it than as suggested on 
your page 3. 

Mr. Ciarrer. Yes, sir, but it is presumed that at the present time 
it has not been introduced to that effect. Is that correct? 

Mr. Cramer. [ do not think that Congress will ever consider leg- 
islation that would not have the effect of requiring the States to do 
the same job before they would turn the money over to them. If they 
are going to turn over the money to them, they should have to do the 
same job as the Federal Government. 

Mr. Biarnix. Thank you, Mr. Clapper. We regret we have de- 
layed you. 

‘We have a quorum call and we only have about 5 minutes more. 

The next witness on our list is Mr. Isadore G. Alk, legislative chair- 
man for the Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac. 

Mr. Alk, would you prefer to give us a short summary and we will 
include the full statement, or else we can try to get you on tomorrow 
morning. 


STATEMENT OF ISADORE G. ALK, LEGISLATIVE CHAIRMAN, 
CITIZENS COUNCIL FOR A CLEAN POTOMAC 


Mr. Atk. No, Mr. Chairman. May I submit our prepared state- 
ment by the Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac in lieu of a state- 
ment here at this time? 

May I merely make this one observation, which will take 30 sec- 
onds ¢ 

Mr. Biarnitk. Please proceed. 

Mr. Avx. In the 1930's, I was in Wisconsin and was intimately ac- 
quainted with the PWA program, under which there was stimulated 
the greatest treatment-plant activity up to that particular time. When 
that. program was terminated, there was a very great reduction in ac- 
tivity. The cities and States again began to drag their heels, and pol- 
lution again began to continue to prevail un: bated. 

This construction program was again stimulated by Public Law 
660. There has been a record amount of treatment-plant construc- 
tion since the enactment of Public Law 660. 

This is a program which, I beheve, must be continued, and the only 
way that we will continue in this construction program is if the Fed- 

‘al Government continues to supply the incentive by giving grants- 
in-aid, and that is being done by the amendment which you are pro- 
0SING. 

Mr. Buarnix. Thank you very much. Your statement will be in- 
cluded in the record, along with your supplementary remarks. 

Mr. Aux. Thank you. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Alk is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE CITIZENS’ COUNCIL FOR A CLEAN POTOMAC 


The Citizens’ Council for a Clean Potomac is an organization whose member- 
ship is composed of organizations, business firms, and individual members dedi- 
cated to working toward ending pollution of the entire Potomac River and its 
tributaries ; in aiding in the conservation and development of the resources of the 
river, its tributaries, and their valleys; and in assisting in restoring the natural 
beauty of these waterways. For the information of this committee, there is 
attached to this statement a list of the organizations which cooperate with the 
citizens’ council and a policy statement which includes our objectives for 1958. 
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The council is primarily concerned with a clean river which will provide swim- 
ming, boating, and fishing, and which will not endanger the health of those indulg- 
ing in these types of recreation. 

The citizens’ council has been very favorably impressed by the pollution-control 
programs which have been undertaken in the Washington metropolitan area as a 
result of grants under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, Public Law 660 
of the 84th Congress. There has been a definite stimulation of interest in and 
competition for funds to aid in the construction of sewage-treatment facilities 
and interceptors in Virginia, Maryland, and the District of Columbia. 

The citizens’ council is well aware of the reduction in pollution of the Potomac 
and the Anacostia Rivers as a result of interceptors which bring sewage from 
Rockville and the Washington Suburban Sanitary District to the District of 
Columbia sewage-treatment plant at Blue Plains. We would very much like to 
see a similar interceptor built to serve the Pimmit Run watershed in Fairfax 
County, Va. We know that most of the Potomac’s tributaries in the Washington 
area have too little low to carry even the treated effluent from small plants. 
When plants are built on these streams, local nuisances always result and pollu- 
tion from the plants finds its way into the Potomac. We believe that a broad- 
ening of the grants provisions in Public Law 660 will stimulate efforts to elimi- 
nate these small plants by the construction of interceptors carrying the sewage to 
large centralized plants. We also believe that the provision in H. R. 11714 per- 
mitting separate grants to each municipality participating in a joint pollution- 
control project will be an additional incentive for constructing the more efficient 
centralized treatment works to serve numerous metropolitan jurisdictions. 

The District of Columbia, as you gentlemen know, has a combined sewer system 
in the central city. There are 72 outfalls to permit overflows when the sewers 
are overloaded, which happens during rains. A Board of Consulting Engineers 
last year recommended to the District of Columbia Department of Sanitary Engi- 
neering the construction of enlarged interceptors to reduce these overflows which 
pollute the Potomac with raw sewage. They also recommended separation of 
some of the combined sewers in fringe areas. The citizens council believes that 
an increase in appropriation grants to large cities would certainly benefit Wash- 
ington, which is anxious and willing to go ahead with these works, but is con- 
cerned about the source of funds to finance them. 

The Citizens’ Council for a Clean Potomac is in no position to state definitively 
how the provisions of this bill will affect other areas of the country, though we 
do know there has been a great increase in building of pollution-abatement works 
due to the grants under Public Law 660. 

The Engineering News-Record of April 17, 1958, stated that “recent surveys 
strongly indicate that an increase in Federal grants would produce an immediate 
and sharp rise in the number of sewage-treatment-construction projects placed 
under contract.” Previous issues of this magazine have called attention to 
similar rises as a result of the initiation of the Federal-grant program under 
the recent law. 

We are of the opinion that a measure which would benefit the Washington 
metropolitan area so greatly would equally benefit other metropolitan areas and 
is a good bill for the entire United States. 


PoOLIcy STATEMENT OF THE CITIZENS COUNCIL FOR A CLEAN POTOMAC 


The Citizens Council for a Clean Potomac was organized for the purpose of 
cainpaigning for legislation and projects that will remove pollution from the 
Potomac River and its tributaries as an important part of river basin develop- 
ment. The immediate goal of the council is to purify the river to facilitate 
swimming, boating, and fishing. 

To these ends, the council supports all sound measures that will clean up the 
Potoma. 

1. Strive to prevent any reduction in Federal or State appropriations for 
pollution control and abatement. 

2. Oppose repeal or curtailment of Public Law 660, the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act. 

>. Urge all Potomac Basin States to provide greater financial assistance to 
communities for pollution abatement projects. 

4. Urge the United States Corps of Engineers to finish and publish its study of 
the Potomac River as soon as possible, and that it be broadened to include all 
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pertinent aspects of river-basin planning, including provisions for cooperation 
with other agencies to achieve a significant reduction for silt pollution on the 
river and its tributaries. Work toward the establishment of an organization with 
a broader representation of Federal agencies to make a comprehensive plan. 

5. Urge all member organizations to study the Wolman report so that a stand 
may be taken. 

6. Support the recommendations of the District of Columbia Board of Engi- 
neers (Greely, Marston, and Requadt) plan C which would provide better 
sewers and treatment plants for the District of Columbia at an estimated cost 
of $133 million. 

7. Urge the Federal Government to assume a large share of the costs for pol- 
lution-abatement projects in the national capital area. 

8S. Oppose any discharge of sewage or effluent in the Potomac between the 
mouth of the Monocacy River and Rock Creek by building interceptor sewers on 
both banks of the River, if necessary. 

%. Urge Fairfax County to pipe all of the sewage and effluent from the Pim- 
mit Run Valley across Chain Bridge to the District of Columbia sewers for 
treatment at the Blue Plains plant. 

10. Urge the sanitation officials of all jurisdictions in the Washington metro- 
politan area to work out a long-range, areawide pollution-elimination plan 
through the auspices of the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference and 


Senator Alan Bible’s Joint Congressional Committee on Washington Metropolitan 
Problems. 
May 15, 1958. 





List OF COOPERATING ORGANIZATIONS 


Accomack-Northampton Electric Cooperative, Parksley, Va. 
American Trailer Co. 

American University Park Citizens Association. 
Anacostia Citizens Association. 

Arkansas Avenue Community Association. 

Arlington County Civic Association. 

BARC Electric Cooperative, Milboro, Va. 

Broyhill Crest Citizens Association, Falls Church. 
Bel Air Civie Association, Falls Church, Va. 

Burleith Citizens Association. 

Central Business Association. 

Central Electric Cooperatove, Parker, Va. 

Chevy Chase Citizens Association. 

Choptank Electric Cooperative, Denton, Md. 
Congress Heights Civie Association. 

Connecticut Avenue Civie Association. 

Exchange Club of Washington. 

Federation of Businessmen’s Association. 

Federation of Citizens Associations. 

Foggy Bottom Restoration Association. 

Forest Hills Citizens Association. 

Fort Dupont Citizens Association. 

Franconia Citizens Association, Franconia, Va. 
Georgetown Citizens Association. 

The Henry B. Gilpin Co. 

Glencarlyn Citizens Association, Arlington, Va. 
Hillerest Citizens Association, 

Interferedation Council, District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia. 
Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin. 
Izaak Walton League, District of Columbia Chapter. 
Jefferson Manor Citizens Association, Fairfax, Va. 
Kalorama Citizens Association. 

Kenwood Garden Club, Bethesda, Md. 

Loudon Times-Mirror and Blue Ridge Herald, Leesburg, Va. 
Mantua Citizens Association, Fairfax, Va. 
Macklenburg Electric Cooperative, Chase City, Va. 
Medico-Chirurgical Society. 

Mid-City Citizens Association. 

Montgomery County Civie Federation, Maryland. 
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Mount Pleasant Citizens Association. 

National Capital Garden Club League. 

Northern Neck Electric Cooperative, Warsaw, Va. 
Northern Piedmont Electric Cooperative, Culpeper, Va. 
Northwest Boundary Civic Association. 

Northwest Council of Citizens Association. 

Palisades Citizens Association. 

Parkside Citizens Association, Silver Spring, Md. 
Perpetual Building Association. 

Petworth Citizens Association. 

Prince Georges County Civic Federation, Md. 

Prince William Electric Cooperative. 

Progressive Citizens Association of Georgetown. 
Raymondale Civic Association, Annandale, Va. 

Rhode Island Avenue Citizens Association. 

Rock Creek Watershed Association. 

Shenandoah Valley Electric Cooperative, Dayton, Va. 
Southeast Businessmen’s Association. 

Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative, Hughesville, Md. 
Stanton Park Citizens Association. 

Tilghman Packing Co., Tilghman, Md. 

Virginia Association of Electric Cooperatives, Manassas, Va. ~ 
Virginia Hills Citizens Association, Alexandria, Va. 
Washington Board of Trade. 

Washington Chapter, Americans for Democratic Action. 
Washington Chapter, American Veterans Commission. 
Washington Salesbook Co. 

Wildlife Management Institute. 

Williams & Heintz Lithograph Corp. 

Woodmoor Citizens Association. 


Mr. Buatnrk. Next we have Mr. Howard Zahniser, executive secre- 
tary and editor of the Wilderness Society. 

You have sat here through 2 days of hearings, Mr. Zahniser, and we 
appreciate your patience and cooperation. Do you have a prepared 
statement ? 


STATEMENT OF HOWARD ZAHNISER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY AND 
EDITOR OF THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 


Mr. Zauniser. Yes, sir. I have a statement of about 4 minutes’ du- 

ration. I would be glad to read it to you. My purpose is to contribute 

to your consideration of this legislation and cooperate in every way, 
or any way possible. I would be glad to submit it also. 

Mr. Biarnix. Would you summarize the statement, please? I 
fully regret that we boxed you in for time, because you, personally, and 
your or ‘anization have been among our foremost supporters in the 
program for clean streams and rivers in America. 

Mr. Zauntser. We support the proposed legislation without excep- 
tion. 

The statement is in cooperation with the other organizations that 
have advanced this legislation, and in cooperation with you, Mr. Chair- 
man, and with the members of the committee. It makes a special point 
that the control of pollution in streams is a contribution also to other 
problems that are concerned with recreation and the preservation of 
some of our areas that are unspoiled, which might at first thought be 
considered remote from consideration of pollution. However, by keep- 
ing our streams clean, after we get them clean we provide recreational 
opportunities for people near cities, which if not provided there will 
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create added pressure on more distant national parks and other parks 
and wilderness areas, and thus complicate our other ee 

The need for more outdoor recreation space has been developing 
at the same time that space has been shrinking. So the contribution 
that you make in this legislation in the development of pollution con- 
trol is also a contribution to other programs. 

If the statement could appear in the record as read, I would be glad 
to present it. 

Mr. Biarnik. Without objection, the statement will appear in the 
record as read, and we thank you very much, Mr. Zahniser. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Zahniser is as follows :) 


WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 


Statement by Howard Zahniser, executive secretary and editor of the Wilderness 
Society 


The abatement or control of water pollution has been a continuing interest of 
the Wilderness Society for many years—Public Law 845 in 1948. 

We joined in working for passage of the Federal legislation which launched the 
first attack on the problem. 

We rejoiced also when in 1956 the Congress amended the basic Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act to make it more effective. 

And this hearing on H. R. 11714 to expand the grants-in-assistance section of 
the 1956 act we deem particularly significant because it reflects the increasing 
knowledge that we are dealing with a problem which must of necessity have the 
close and continuing interest of the Congress if the waters of the country are to 
be cleaned and kept clean. 

We urge with all earnestness approval of the provisions of H. R. 11714 to 
increase grants for construction of sewage-treatment plants from $250,000 to 
$500,000. This would be an eminently sound Federal investment and would 
return immeasurable dividends to the American people. 

It is by now a truism that polluted streams are a serious menace to public 
health. For that reason, if for no other, we would support the antipollution 
program and feel that we would be well advised to move ever more quickly to 
make the waters of our country clean again. 

Less well realized than the menace to public health is the menace of polluted 
waters to recreational opportunities with which the Wilderness Society has a 
special concern. Polluted waters destroy the recreational values of the streams, 
lakes, and coastal waters within easy reach of our cities and force vast numbers 
of our people either to do without the outdoor recreation they crave or to travel 
great distances to outlying and remote park and wilderness areas. LHEither conse- 
quence is undesirable. In the first instance, people are deprived of a simple, 
healthful pleasure that should be available to all Americans. In the second 
instance, too great a strain is put upon the comparatively few national parks and 
other park and wilderness areas. In fact, with our increasing population, the 
pressure upon the few areas established by public action to preserve some of our 
primitive America for the educational, recreational, and spiritual benefit of the 
American people, as well as for the practical function of general watershed pro- 
tection, could become so great as to threaten their continued preservation as 
undeveloped wilderness. 

Water pollution then, must be eliminated so that the waters near concentra- 
tions of population may be made and kept safe for recreational use by the great 
numbers of Americans who enjoy simple, inexpensive, within-reach outdoor 
recreation. Remote wilderness areas are and, of course, properly should be open 
to all who enjoy the kind of refreshment which they offer. But for those who 
do not seek out the remote areas, but enjoy the type of outdoor recreation 
afforded by natural areas close to their homes, we should supply such oppor- 
tunities. Cleaning up our polluted waters will provide these opportunities in 
lakes, streams, and coastal waters neighboring our cities and towns. 

The American people have learned to appreciate the leisure which is the reward 
of the week’s or the year’s labor in office, mine, mill, shop, or factory. And, per- 
haps even more significant as a measure of the level of our culture, they have 
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learned to want to spend it in the out of doors: in the woods, on the rivers, py the 
seashores; hiking, boating, swimming; picknicking, camping; studying birds or 
wild flowers; or just plain enjoying the scene. Any of these and the other 
pleasures of the out of doors, our people have come to know as refreshment for 
the mind and body—refreshment which sends them back to the workaday world 
with new spirit. 

At the same time that the need for more out-of-door recreation space has been 
developing, the space itself has been shrinking. Urban sprawl, the ribbonlike 
development outward from our cities, has engulfed much of the wild countryside 
formerly used for recreation by the city populations. The increasing network of 
roads—good in itself—has destroyed natural recreation areas formerly easily 
accessible. Those which still remain close in are strained to capacity. Our 
great national parks, monuments, and wilderness areas are also now threatened 
with being taxed to capacity by the millions of people who pour into them— 
many of them for want of recreational areas nearer home. 

A way out of this dilemma is to restore to use the myriad natural recreational 
facilities that are represented by nonpolluted streams, lakes, and coastal waters. 
Additional action such as is contemplated by H. R. 11714 will take us further 
in the direction we are now pointed: the elimination of a serious health menace 
and the provision of more recreational space which is itself a positive contribu- 
tion to the health of our people. 


Mr. Buarnrk. We have as the last witness Mr. Robert Paul, of the 
Sport Fishing Institute. 

Mr. Paul, we again apologize to you and we appreciate your 
patience. 

Mr. Pavt. If it is at all possible, sir, I could come back tomorrow. 

Mr. Biarnix. How long is your statement? Do you have a pre- 
pared statement ? 

Mr. Pauw. Yes; I have. It is quite brief, and I have some experi- 
ences, I being from California, with some comments on how the State 
of California is acting on this program, and the way it is being carried 
out there. 

Mr. McFatt. Mr. Chairman, I would like very much to have Mr. 
Paul come back so I can ask him a few questions about California’s 
experience in regard to this program, if we can squeeze his testimony 
into 4 or 5 minutes. We will make it as brief as possible. 

Mr. Buatrntx. We will comply with our colleague’s request then and 
we will hear you tomorrow. 

If there is no further testimony to be heard today, the hearings 
for this morning are adjourned until tomorrow morning, Thursday, 
May 22, 1958, at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m. the hearing was adjourned until 10 
a.m. the following day, Thursday, May 22, 1958.) 

(The following were furnished for insertion :) 


STATEMENT OF E. L. Bartietrt, DELEGATE IN CoNGRESS FrRoM ALASKA 


Mr. Chairman, I have received a letter dated April 28, 1958, from Mr. Amos 
J. Alter, administrator of the Water Pollution Control Board of the Territory of 
Alaska, urging amendments to Public Law 660, 84th Congress, in consideration 
of H. R. 11714 and related bills. 

In endorsing amendments to allow grants for the construction of ocean outfall 
sewers or of intercepters, Mr. Alter has joined with the Hawaii Department of 
Health in urging favorable consideration of the proposed amendments. 

For the benefit of the committee, I should like to have made part of the 
record the letter dated April 28 which I received from Mr. Alter and the state- 
ment of the Hawaii Department of Health to which he refers. I believe they 
both comprehensively set forth the reasons for the amendments sought, and they 
are submitted for consideration of pending legislation now before you. 
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ALASKA WATER POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD, 
Juneau, Alaska, April 28, 1958. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Delegate to Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR MR. BARTLETT: We refer to a memorandum from Mr. John A. Blatnik, 
requesting comment on H. R. 11714, a proposed amendment to Public Law 660, 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. This amendment, in effect, doubles the 
amount of money available for water pollution control activities. 

As you are no doubt aware, the wording of sections 6 and 11 of Public Law 
660 precludes the extension of Federal aid to projects which utilize dilution of 
sewage with ocean water as the sole treatment. There are many small coastal 
towns, especially Anchorage and communities in southeastern Alaska, where 
disposal by ocean dilution is presently the most feasible, and, in some cases, the 
only economically possible solution. In accordance with present water uses, 
such disposal—if properly done—would not jeopardize public health. 

The limitation on construction funds to actual primary treatment facilities 
eliminates the possibility of these small communities setting up a progressive 
plan of disposal which would provide for disposal by dilution now, and later 
when population density warrants, construction of complete treatment works. 
We feel that any amendment to Public Law 660 should include modification to 
permit construction of interceptors and outfalls for disposal of waste by dilution. 

We enclose a copy of a statement by the Department of Health, Territory of 
Hawaii, stating their position regarding ocean disposal of sewage and including 
desired modification of sections 6 and 11, Public Law 660. The Alaska Depart- 
ment of Health has endorsed the principles set forth in this statement and is in 
agreement with the changes suggested. 

We feel that four main points will serve to establish our position regarding 
Public Law 660: 

1. Alaska is specifically included in this act (see. 5 (h), 1, B.) 

2. The several States, including Alaska, have the primary rights and respon- 
sibilities for control of water pollution (sec. 1 (a) and (b)). 

3. The Alaska Water Pollution Control Board has established treatment by 
dilution under certain conditions as an acceptable method of sewage disposal 
(from narrative description, water pollution control plan). 

4. The Alaska Board of Health has been charged with the responsibility of 
determining standards for sewage disposal and amending or repealing existing 
standards when they are no longer applicable (subsec. (b), sec. 40-1-6, ACLA 
1949). 

We hope that these points, together with the statement of the Hawaii Depart- 
ment of Health, will serve to define our position and to illustrate our desires 
regarding changes in Public Law 660. 

Very truly yours, 
Amos J. ALTER, Administrator. 





ASSOCIATION OF STATE AND TERRITORIAL HEALTH OFFICERS 


Proposed agenda item for 1957 conference, submitted by Department of Health, 
Territory of Hawaii 


Proposed amendments to Public Law 660, 84th Congress (FEDERAL WATER 
POLLUTION CONTROL ACT) 


Action desired: That the association endorse and support amendments to Pub- 
lic Law 660 to provide that the disposal of sewage by ocean dilution shall be 
considered a method of treating sewage or industrial wastes under the terms of 
the law. 

Supporting statement: The present language of Public Law 660 does not permit 
the Surgeon General to make grants for the construction of ocean outfall sewers 
of or intercepting sewers carrying sewage or other wastes to such outfall sewers. 
To be eligible for a grant a project must include at least primary treatment or its 
equivalent. 

There are communities located on certain sections of our coastline for which 
the disposal of sewage directly into the ocean without treatment is an acceptable 
and economical method of disposal. In these instances oceanographic and other 
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circumstances make it possible to take advantage of the vast amount of dilution 
presented by the ocean and secure treatment that is adequate to prevent the 
contamination of the shoreline and the development of objectionable conditions 
This is particularly true for small communities with relatively low sewage flow. 
The abundance of dilution water provided by nature is analogous to the avail- 
ability of manmade artificial treatment plants. In both cases the end product is 
innecuous to the public health and welfare. 

The availability of Federal grants should encourage a small community located 
on a suitable section of coastline to construct an ocean outfall sewer, thus leading 
the sewage of the community away from the shore and conserving the shore- 
waters for the propagation of fish, recreational, and other legitimate uses. We 
believe there are a sufficient number of such seacoast communities in the States 
and Territories to warrant a review of this proposal by the association. 

It would appear that the inclusion of ocean dilution as a method of sewage 
treatment would require the amendment of at least section 6 (a) and section 11 
(ce) of Public Law 660. 

Section 6 (a) should be amended to remove the restriction that grants may be 
made only for the purpose of constructing works to prevent the discharge of 
untreated sewage into “any” waters. This could be done by replacing the word 
“any” with a less inclusive word, such as “certain” and by inserting after the 
word “waters” the words “for the construction of ocean outfall sewers to permit 
the favorable use of ocean waters for disposal purposes.” The section would 
then read: 

“Sec. 6. (a) The Surgeon General is authorized to make grants to any State, 
municipality, or intermunicipal or interstate agency for the construction of neces- 
sary treatment works to prevent the discharge of untreated or inadequately 
treated sewage or other waste into certain waters, for the construction of ocean 
outfall sewers to permit the favorable use of ocean waters for disposal purposes 
and for the purpose of reports, plants, and specifications in connection therewith.” 

Section 11 (c) should be amended to include ocean outfall sewers as a “treat- 
ment works.” This could be done by deleting the words “including the neces- 
sary” which would eliminate the requirement that intercepting sewers, outfall 
sewers, etc., may be considered for grants only when they are adjuncts to the 
“various devices” used in the treatment of sewage or industrial wastes. Section 
11 (c) would then read: 

“(c) The term ‘treatment works’ means the various devices used in the treat- 
ment of sewage or industrial wastes of a liquid nature, intercepting sewers, out- 
fall sewers, pumping, power, and other equipment, and their appurtenances, and 
includes any extensions, improvements, remodeling, additions, and alterations 
thereof.” 





STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE FRANK M. COFFIN, OF MAINE 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my complete support for H. R. 11714, a bill 
to amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to increase 1 of the limita- 
tions on grants for construction from $250,000 to $500,000, and for other purposes. 
This program, to me, is one of the most important of the Federal-grant programs 
now in operation. It provides a positive method of conserving our most vital 
natural resource. The authorization increase from $50 million to $100 million 
for each fiscal year and the overall increase from 8500 million to $1 billion are 
very necessary steps in making this program more effective. As the Presidential 
Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy noted in 1955: 

“The coming of our industrial era, the raising of our living standards, and 
the increased application of water to land have now highlighted the problems 
(of water resources) until in much of the Nation there is a grave and increasing 
concern over water resources * * *, The basic elements of a sound policy 
relating to water are clear. That policy must look forward toward an adequate 
water supply for our people, prevent waste of water, provide for a greater reuse 
of water, reduce water pollution to the lowest practicable level, provide means 
for the useful and equitable distribution of available water supplies, and take 
steps to check the destructive forces of water which threaten to injure land, 
property, and home life * * *. Because these problems are nationwide, it is 
appropriate that the Federal Government take cognizance of them and provide 
leadership for solving them by establishing sound nationwide policies, as well 
as provide standards for its own participation in the development of economically 
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sound water projects. It is also appropriate that this be done in cooperation with 
the States and other locally interested parties.” 

The original Federal Water Pollution Control Act and the proposed amend- 
ments in H. R. 11714 attack one of the most critical areas in water conservation. 
My own State is blessed with an abundant water supply, but even we face serious 
problems in water conservation. Most of our industrial communities have grown 
up along the major river systems of the State. As a result the increase in 
municipal pollution over the years has caused serious problems along these 
waterways. The combination of municipal and industrial (chemical) waste 
has dealt a serious blow to clean water supplies. Similar situations can be found 
on many of our smaller streams. 

In recent years the State of Maine has taken substantial steps in the direction 
of classifying streams according to pollution levels as a preliminary step toward 
an adequate public policy for water conservation. Industries are more conscious 
than they had been in previous years of their own responsibility in this area. 
The recent announcement by the Brown Paper Co., of Berlin, N. H., in regard 
to their waste-control program is a heartening development. This will reduce 
substantially the amount of industrial waste feeding into the Androscoggin River, 
which flows through my own district. 

At the same time, more and more communities are tackling the problem of 
eliminating municipal waste. In many cases, the burden of providing for ade- 
quate waste-treatment facilities would be impossible without assistance from 
the Federal and State Governments. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
provides a means for making it possible for these communities to handle their 
own problem. 

I regard the pollution-control program as an investment in the future of our 
Nation. Clean waters are essential for health, industrial usage, commercial 
fishing, agriculture, and recreation. We expect our Nation to continue to grow, 
and we know from experience that that growth places greater strains on our 
available water supply. The time to act to preserve these supplies is now. 
I urge this committee to take favorable action on H. R. 11714 to expand the 
provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to give greater incentives 
to communities throughout the Nation and to make possible the kind of assistance 
which is needed for practical pollution abatement. 


HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 21, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on River and Harbors, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR Mr. BLATNIK: It is my understanding that hearings on H. R. 11714 which 
would increase the limitation on Federal grants for the construction of sewage 
treatment works from $250,000 to $500,000 are scheduled to be held May 20-22. 
In connection with these hearings I am enclosing copies of a telegram from 
Governor Robert Holmes of Oregon and a letter from Multnomah County Board 
of Commissioners urging the passage of this bill. I would add my plea to theirs 
for such legislation. 

May I ask that the Governor's telegram and Commissioner Bain’s letter be 
made a part of the record of such hearings so that the members of the committee 
may know of the real importance of this legislation to the people in my State. 

Sincerely, 
EpirH GREEN. 


SALEM, OreG., May 13, 1958. 
Hlon. EpirH GREEN, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


H. R. 11714 amending Federal Water Pollution Control Act would be of great 
assistance to Oregon in obtaining construction of needed sewage treatment works 
to abate pollution provided that amount authorized for construction grants is 
appropriated. Experience in Oregon to date indicates that current appropriations 
are only about half the amount necessary to meet grant requirements for projects 
that are ready to go. Construction grants have been of material value to smaller 
cities many of which could not have financed projects without Federal assistance. 
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I urge your support of this amendment before Subcommittee on Rivers and 
Harbors next week. 
Rosert D. HoumeEs, 
Governor of Oregon. 


CouNTY OF MULTNOMAH, 
BoarpD or CouNTy COMMISSIONERS, 


Portland, Oreg., May 8, 1958. 
Hon. EpItH GREEN, 


United States Representative from Oregon, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Deak Mas. GREEN: Three Oregon counties in the Portland metropolitan area, 
Clackamas, Washington, and Multnomah, aware of their sewage needs, met in 
a group in 1955 to discuss the matter, and later they assumed the title of Tri- 
County Authority. Because of the topography of these counties it was decided 
to forget county lines and to approach the sanitary problem together. 

About 150 square miles is represented in this rapidly growing area which 
embraces most of Multnomah County, excluding the city of Portland, the eastern 
section of Washington County from Aloha eastward, and the notherly half of 
Clackamas County. Facilities are proposed to provide for the collection, trans- 
portation, treatment, and the disposal of sewage wastes. 

Preliminary plans and costs have been compiled into a report as a result of 
an engineering study ordered by the Tri-County Authority. The need for 
sewers and sewage treatment in the area considered in the tricounty sewage 
study, is quite obvious. 

The rapid uncontrolled growth of the urban fringe, beyond the reach of com- 
munity facilities, has created a paradox—man’s desire to improve his environ- 
ment may actually lower his standard of living if continued construction of 
inadequate sewage disposal systems continue. Not only is there the problem 
of no sanitary facilities whatsoever but in many instances when small disposal 
plants have been constructed they are inadequate both as to design and opera- 
tion. This applies particularly to small community systems which cannot be 
economically operated as well as to individual septic tank systems. Public 
health hazards created by inoperative systems have been too well demonstrated. 

The basic concept of tricounty sewage study envisions: 

1. Major sewage treatment plants on the Willamette River near Oswego 
with ultimate capacity suitable to treat the sewage from a population of 
587,000 at an approximate cost of $10 million. 

2. A basinwide system of interceptor and main trunk sewers to serve a 
population of 309,000 in an area of 65 square miles lying west of the 
Willamette River with all sewage to and including that from Beaverton 
and Cedar Hills to flow to and through the sewage-treatment plant and to 
the Willamette River by gravity at a cost of approximately $10,660,000. 

3. A basinwide system of interceptors and main trunk sewers to serve 
a population of 278,000 in an area of 85 square miles lying east of the 
Willamette River at a cost of approximately $7,127,000. 

The total cost of this project is estimated to be $27,787,000. 

Due to the influx of additional population, Portland like most of the cities 
on the coast, is rapidly expanding. It is becoming increasingly difficult to find 
areas for housing development reasonably close to Portland. West Slope, how- 
ever, in western Multnomah and eastern Washington counties, together with 
property in northern Clackamas County, does offer large desirable areas which 
would be readily available provided sanitary sewer facilities were installed. 

The health conditions are so bad in some of the areas already developed, 
due to the inadequate sanitary conditions, that the various health departments 
are fearful of an epidemic. 

Naturally we are appreciative of the Federal grants that have been made 
available for water pollution control, but the amounts are not great enough to 
permit a real start on a project of this size. If long-range financing could be 
arranged at a small interest charge it would enable us to build enough of our 
major system to finance the remaining portion and operate the entire system 
from revenues. We are particularly interested in Senate bill No. 3497 co- 
sponsored by Senator Neuberger which provides long-term financing and H. R. 
11714 sponsored by Mr. Blatnick which practically doubles the grant now being 
given by the Federal Government for water pollution control. 
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Tri-County, within its financial capabilities, has made every effort possible 
to initiate this tricounty system, however we feel that any attempt made to 
increase the millage on the property or to issue bonds would meet resistance 
in the areas affected, and that it is difficult, if not impossible, for the counties 
to finance a project of this magnitude from their present sources of income. 

In behalf of the Tri-County Authority, we would greatly appreciate any effort 
on your part to further legislation to provide for long-range financing so that a 
complete sanitary system which would be of great benefit both from a health and 


economical standpoint to the 150 square-mile area capable of a potential popu- 
lation of 587,000 persons, can be constructed. 
Sincerely yours, 


JAcK BAIN, Chairman of the Board. 





HovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 28, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

DeAaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I wish to go on record as being wholeheartedly in favor 
of the water pollution control bill, H. R. 11714, which calls for something like 
an adequate authorization of funds for construction of sewage treatment works. 

Others more familiar with the stark details of the growing menace to our 
Nation’s health through increasing pollution of our national streams and rivers 
have presented their testimony on behalf of this essential increased authorization. 
They will have given “chapter and verse” on the extent of the dangers in the 
increasing industrial and sewage pollution of these water sources. 

I have regularly made statements in favor of the greatest possible authoriza- 
tion and appropriations for this essential health program which has such an 
important bearing on our national strength and stamina. I am quite at a loss 
to understand the basis of the powerful opposition to this positive and good 
program. It seems to me the administration, the National Association of Manu- 
facturers, and others in opposition should be 100 percent in favor of the program, 
instead of doing everything they can to kill it as the administration has threat- 
ened to do next Congress. Is another tragedy of the proportions of the Donora, 
Pa., Smog-poisonous-gas suffocation disaster, required to wake these people up 
to our poisoned water menace? It seems to me industry should be spending its 
money trying to develop safe disposal methods for the handling of its poisonous 
wastes rather than fighting this essential health measure which does not even 
affect them as I read the bill. Beside being pretty heartless, it seems to me un- 
wise and shortsighted in the extreme. 

May I ask that you include these remarks in the record of your considerations 
of this important health measure. 

Sincerely yours, 


Congresswoman Coya KNUTSON. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
(COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 


May 21, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN A, BLATNIK, 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR JOHN: I have received the enclosed telegram from Gov. Robert D. Holmes, 
of Oregon, in support of H. R. 11714, your bill to expand the Federal water pol- 
lution control program. 

I would appreciate it if you would include Governor Holmes’ telegram in the 
record of the hearings on H. R. 11714. 

You are well aware of my support for this program. Please be assured that 


I will support your amendments when they come before the Senate for action. 
With best wishes, I am 


Sincerely, 
RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, United States Senator. 
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STATEMENT OF RusseELLt P. SmMirH, Mayor OF CAMBRIDGE, MD., ON BEHALF OF THE 
AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Russell P. Smith, Jr., 
mayor of Cambridge, Md., and I am here representing the American Municipal 
Association as well as the Maryland Municipal League, and my own city of 
Cambridge. 

The American Municipal Association through its affiliated leagues of mu- 
nicipalities and the direct membership of cities in 48 States, Alaska, the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, represents nearly 13,000 cities, towns, and 
villages of all sizes. The association formulates and executes the national 
municipal policy which suggests broad areas of responsibility for municipal, 
State, and Federal authorities on matters affecting municipal governments. 

With reference to the water resources.of the Nation, the association’s national 
municipal policy statement of 1958 reads as follows: 

“The health and economic well-being of every community and of the Nation 
as a whole depends on adequate supplies of water satisfactory for domestic, 
municipal, and industrial purposes. Water requirements are steadily increas- 
ing as a result of population growth and industrial expansion. At the same 
time, the amount of water of suitable quality for municipal use is being reduced 
as a result of pollution of our streams and lakes by growing volumes of waste, 
discharged from city sewers and factory waste outlets. 

“Construction of sewage treatment plants has lagged, due partly to financing 
difficulties and partly to the fact that in comparison with other public facilities 
and services competing for municipal funds the direct benefits to the taxpayer are 
less readily apparent. The strictly limited tax resources and debt capacity of 
municipalities will not finance required sewage disposal facilities, the need for 
which is estimated to exceed $3 billion in. cost. We, therefore, resolve: 

“The Congress is urged to continue and expand the 1956 Water Pollution 
Control Act by— 

“1. Providing for an expanded program of research and_ technical 
assistance. 

“2. Liberalizing the financial provisions of the act by increasing the total 
loan and grant authorization and by raising the percentage of Federal con- 
tribution available for each project to cover at least 50 percent of the cost 
of the project, with no ceiling limitation as to the maximum amount; 

“3. Increase the annual authorization from $50 million to $100 million. 

“4. Establish separate incentive aid program designed to promote the 
construction of waste-treatment facilities on a metropolitan area basis.” 

We have gone on record with the administration concerning our firm support 
for the water pollution control construction grant program on two recent oc- 
easions which I would like to call to the attention of this committee. 

When the Joint Federal-State Action Committee recommended termination of 
the grant program, the association’s president during that year, Mayor Ben 
West, of Nashville, Tenn., in a letter dated October 17, 1957, protested to President 
Eisenhower. Mayor West said in part: 

“In view of all the evidence concerning the impact of this program on America’s 
cities and on the Nation as a whole, we feel compelled to register with you our 
strong convictions that termination of the Federal assistance for the construc- 
tion of sewage waste treatment plants will seriously jeopardize the possibility of 
ever developing an adequate water-conservation program for the Nation. 

“All the evidence points to a continuing need for Federal financial assistance 
in the field of water pollution control and on an expanded basis. We urge you to 
press for continuance of this program, at least until the prospects for its solu- 
tion by all States is entirely assured and until Federal withdrawal from the 
field will in no way jeopardize the formulation of an effective national water 
conservation program.” 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to request that Mayor 
West’s letter be included in the record of these hearings. 

More recently, the association, through its president of this year, Mayor 
George Christopher of San Francisco, Calif., advised the President, and subse- 
quently the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, that acceleration 
and expansion of such Federal grant-in-aid construction programs as sewage 
treatment facilities, hospitals, airports, an others would provide an immediate 
and effective answer to the rising level of unemployment. Mayor Christopher 
pointed out that we have all the administrative machinery we need at all 
levels of Government to rapidly translate local backlogs of public works plans 
into needed construction in urban areas. 
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Specifically, he recommended that the present law be modified to use the 
money where it is needed rather than allocate it to States on the basis of the 
present formula in the act; that the limitation of $250,000 be removed; and 
the appropriation increased. Under such conditions, he pointed out, an annual 
appropriation of $150 million of Federal funds would activate $500 million 
or more of needed pollution abatement construction annually. 

Mr. Chairman, I should also like to request that Mayor Christopher's letter 
of March 19, 1958, to the President be included as a part of the record of these 
hearings. 

In its-repert to the President, the Presidential Advisory Committee-on Water 
Resources Policy (December 22, 1955) stated the national water resources 
problem as follows: 

“Shortages of water for domestic and agricultural use are frequent. In- 
dustry is) finding it increasingly difficult to locate adequate water supplies. 
Many streams and rivers are seriously polluted. Concurrently tremendous 
losses in water are being experienced through wasteful practices and failure 
to properly conserve available supplies. Lack of adequate planning threatens 
to impose a water scarcity which can become a limiting factor on the growth 
of some of our cities while at the same time flood damage in many areas 
continues to be great. 

“Basic elements of a sound policy relating to water are clear. That policy 
must look toward an adequate water supply for our people, prevent waste of 
water, provide for greater use of water, reduce water pollution to the lowest 
practical level, provide means for the useful and equitable distribution of 
available water supply, and take steps to shake the destructive forces of 
water which threaten to injure or destroy land, property, and human life.” 

This is, I would agree, “sound policy” but I would add that its implementa- 
tion will require strong, continuing, and intelligent leadership at the Federal 
level. 

Implicit in such leaderships should be the recognition that while primary 
responsibility for controlling water pollution may lie with the State or local 
governments it is nevertheless a joint or cooperative affair with all levels of 
government participating to the limit of their respective capabilities. 

Federal leadership in this area is not optional, it is mandatory. It is not 
enough to say “primary responsibility” for the problem lies with the States 
and let it go at that. A line of action must be developed and followed which 
will show some promise for the eventual solution of the problem. The present 
construction grants program has materially brightened our prospects for the 
eventual solution of the domestic water pollution problem. 

In fact, I believe that the current Federal program of assistance for con- 
struction of sewage facilities is the finest Federal grant program in existence. 
It is doing exactly what it was intended to do. It is combating water pollu- 
tion with a vengeance by stimulating sewage treatment facility construction 
throughout the Nation. As of May 12, 1958, $84 million of Federal money has 
stimulated the construction of nearly $400 million worth of sewage treatment 
facilities. In my own State of Maryland, one million and a half dollars of 
Federal money has resulted in construction of sewage plants exceeding $9 
million in costs. 

In this connection, I would like to point out that my State board of health 
estimates conservatively that we will need to build some $50 million worth of 
sewage-treatment facilities to bring pollution of streams under control. I am 
confident that the continuance of the present Federal program of assistance 
will permit us to end the pollution menace in Maryland within the next 8 years. 
I also want you to know that this Federal grant program has had the added 
effect in Maryland of creating a State grant program whereby any municipal 
corporation in Maryland that is eligible for a Federal grant automatically is 
entitled to an additional State grant. But, if there is no Federal grant program, 
there is, automatically, no State grant program. It is I think no exaggeration 
to say that the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956 has put Maryland 
in a position where it can now see a solution to its pollution problems. The 
Federal grant program plus the State grant program makes it possible for our 
small cities and towns to undertake the heretofore financially prohibitive con- 
struction of peeded sewage-treatment facilities. Our State health department 
is how armed with additional authority to enforce antipollution measures and 
our cities have been given the necessary legislative authority to borrow and 
spend the necessary moneys. 

I am sure, in the face of what I have just said, that you can readily under- 
stand that I am appalled that the administration has declared that this program 
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should end in 1959. Surely no program comes to mind that has in so short a 
time and with so small an expenditure moved to the achievement of the goals 
set for it. 

Gentlemen, I think we owe each of you who worked for and supported this 
program in 1956 and 1957 a great vote of thanks and I also believe that each 
of you can take a deep sense of pride in supporting legislation that has achieved 
so much for so little. For myself, and for the 13,000 cities and towns through- 
out the United States, I urge you to continue and expand the water-pollution- 
control program. 

Specifically, we recommend the continuance of the allocation of money on the 
formula currently in use. We ask that the financial provisions of the act be 
liberally increased and we ask that an incentive aid program be designed to 
promote the construction of waste-treatment facilities on a metropolitan-area 
basis with provisions for equitable distribution between metropolitan areas 
and other areas within the State. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, it has been a singular honor 
for me to appear before you as the representative of the American Municipal 
Association. I wish to thank you for the opportunity of being heard today. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN S. SAMSON, CHAIRMAN, NEBRASKA WATER POLLUTION 
CONTROL COUNCIL 


Hearings on water pollution control legislation will come on before the 
Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors in Washington, D. C., on May 20-22, 
1958, said John S. Samson, chairman, Nebraska Pollution Control Council. 
Samson said proposed legislation will substantially affect some of the larger 
cities in Nebraska such as Omaha, Fremont, North Platte, and Scottsbluff in 
that if the pending proposed legislation is enacted the Federal grant would 
be doubled and for instance where a Single grant now cannot exceed $250,000 
that the proposed legislation would increase the maximum amount for construc- 
tion of sewage treatment facilities to $500,000. 

This proposed legislation, if enacted, said Mr. Samson, would be very beneficial 
and would accelerate the water pollution control program. 

Another beneficial phase of the proposed legislation is that it provides sums 
allotted to a State which is not obligated at the end of the fiscal year shall be 
reallotted by the Surgeon General, said Mr. Samson. 

This would permit reallocation of moneys from States that are slow in con- 
struction work to those that are active and should stimulate actions of the slow 
moving State to move faster under penalty of financial loss. 

Another beneficial feature of the proposed legislation is that it provides that 
municipalities band together in constructing joint projects, with each com- 
munity being eligible for a grant of its share of the total cost of the project, said 
Samson. 


House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 17, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear JouN: I have received a letter from Dr. H. R. Wilber, president of the 
Florida Wildlife Federation, in support of H. R. 11714, which I would appre- 
ciate your making a part of the hearings held on this legislation. 

A portion of Dr. Wilber’s letter which has to do with this legislation is as 
follows: 

“T should also like you to do the Florida Wildlife Federation a favor of hav- 
ing your assistant contact the whole of the Florida delegation asking that they 
support H. R. 11714 and that you put our request into the House Committee on 
Public Works hearing before the Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, as well as 
the South and Central Flood Control District.” 

Sincerely, 
PAUL G. ROGERS, 
Member of Congress. 
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STATE OF NEW YORK, 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 


Albany, June 238, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 


Chairman, House Public Works Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CHARLIE: I am writing to express wholehearted support on the part 
of the New York State Department of Commerce for H. R. 11714, Mr. Blatnik’s 
bill to expand the existing construction grants program for sewage treatment 
works. 

This bill, by increasing the Federal participation and liberalizing eligibility 
requirements, will provide an incentive for action by increasing numbers of com- 
munities. The limit of $50 million in the present law means that we are not 
fully meeting the need to protect the Nation’s water supply from further pollu- 
tion and waste. Doubling the $50 million Federal program would stimulate 
an estimated $500 million in local projects. New York State is eager to enlarge 
the scope of its program to help safeguard the Nation’s water supply. 

It is my earnest hope that H. R. 11714 will receive favorable consideration 
from your committee. 

With all the best. 

Sincerely, 


Epwarp T. DicKINnson, Commissioner. 


STATEMENT BY SENATOR B. EVERETT JORDAN 


I would like to take this opportunity to express strong approval of the valuable 
work that is being done in stream pollution control work under Public Law 660. 

Although this program has been in operation only 2 years, it already has made 
a tremendous contribution toward the solution to one of the Nation’s most press- 
ing domestic problems, that being the wasteful depletion of water resources. 

The short experience we have had with the program shows that it needs to be 
greatly expanded to meet the needs and demands of the times. 

After a careful review of its operation, I think that common sense and sound 
business dictate at least a doubling of the Federal grant funds now made avail- 
able each year to clean up our rivers and streams. 

We in North Carolina have some critical water resources problems, and we 
are going all out to solve them. 

North Carolina offers a good example of the kind of problems that exist in 
many areas of the Nation and our problems more than justify a sharp step up 
in the current program. 

In the 2 years the program has been in effect, 25 North Carolina communities 
have taken advantage of it. In all of these communities sewage-disposal fa- 
cilities are either in the construction stage or have been completed as a part of 
a Statewide program to correct a regrettable stream pollution problem. 

The 25 projects that have been approved for Federal funds in North Carolina 
will cost an estimated $11,658,434. Of this total $2,526,540 will have been made 
available to the affected cities and towns in the form of outright grants from the 
Federal Government under Public Law 660. 

Under the State-by-State allocation formula used to make Public Law 660 
grants, North Carolina gets about a million and a quarter dollars annually. 

This amount doesn’t come anywhere near filling proven immediate needs. 

For example, the accrediting State agency, the North Carolina State Stream 
Sanitation Committee, has already given approved priorities to nine key projects 
for the coming fiscal year that will more than take up the State’s allocation 
under the present law. . 

The nine North Carolina “priority” projects already approved for fiscal 1958-59 
by the State agency and their estimated total costs are as follows: Star, $77,050; 
Mount Airy, $1,344,900; Tarboro, $681,000; Richlands, $110,000; China Grove, 
$300,065: Forest City, $677,000; High Point, $1,118,000; Pinetops, $135,864; and 
Winston-Salem, $1,264,547. 

These nine projects alone are eligible for Federal grants totaling $1,344,294, 
which is far beyond what the State allocation for 1959 will be under existing law. 
Unless means are made for increasing the overall program, badly needed projects 
will be further bogged down and unnecessarily delayed. 
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To make matters worse, in addition to the nine priority projects, the State 
stream sanitation committee is holding applications for 21 other essential 
projects that will have to be put off until 1960 unless additional funds are made 
available. 

These projects are: Ahoskie, $301,049; Asheboro, $1,917,176; Burlington, 
$2,056,648; Claremont, $206,498: Concord, $2,182,510; Davidson, $149,500: 
Granite Quarry, $267,000; Greensboro, $4,300,000; Hamlet, $254,000; Hunters- 
ville, $116,600; Mooresville, $955,993; North Asheboro-Central Falls Sanitary 
District, $537,400; Robersonville, $215,245; Royal Oaks Sanitary District, $274, 
000; Rural Hall Sanitary District, $114,300; Selma, $375,000; Southern Pines, 
$100,000; Troy, $128,000; West Jefferson, $152,000; White Lake, $160,000; and 
Wingate, $181,300. 

These applications that are being held in the files of the State Stream Sanita- 
tion Committee represent 21 projects with total estimated costs of $14,945,019 
and are eligible for Federal grants totaling $2,166,510. 

Unless changes are made in the present program, there is no chance of any 
of these 21 projects getting consideration for Federal grants until 1960. 

The facts show clearly that sewage disposal has become an emergency prob- 
lem in North Carolina as part of the overall water conservation picture. As 
the third year of the Federal program approaches, we have a waiting list of 
30 major projects costing a total of $20,653,545, and they are eligible for $3,510,- 
804 in Federal grants. 

These are all well-planned, approved projects that we need desperately to 
start. 

The present Federal grants are grossly inadequate to do the job that must 
be done if we overcome the serious water pollution problems that we have today. 

A recent statewide water-use survey shows that we in North Carolina use 
nearly a billion gallons of water a day for agricultural, industrial, and domestic 
purposes. By 1975, we will be using twice this amount. 

Our work is cut out for us. Today’s water problems are staggering and some- 
times unbelievable, but it would be foolish to ignore or minimize them. 

The quicker we take the bull by the horns, the sooner we can overcome the 
backlog that is waiting. 

An expanded sewage disposal is one way, arid a very effective way, to cut 
down on the backlog of water problems we have and thus make certain we 
have adequate amounts of clean, usable water in the years ahead. 


‘ City AND COUNTY OF DENVER, 
Denver, Colo., June 24, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Rivers and Harbors Subcommittee, House Public Works Com- 
mittee, House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE BLATNIK: I wish to express my wholehearted support 
for the Price bill, H. R. 11472, pertaining to the Federal construction grant 
program for sewage treatment facilities under the water pollution control pro- 
gram, Public Law 660. 

Our city, like most major metropolitan areas, is caught in an ever-tightening 
web of mushrooming population, new construction, overtaxed facilities, and— 
because of preemption of fields of taxation by other governmental levels—inade 
quate sources of revenue to remedy the situation. A portion of our problem is, 
of course, related to the numerous Federal installations in this area, which 
require our services but do not appear on our tax rolls. 

For example, we are faced with an expenditure of approximately $8,500,000 
for secondary sewage treatment facilities, the funds for which simply are not 
available, as our major source of revenue—the property tax—has reached the 
mill levy limitation set by charter. Therefore, our only hope to obtain help in 
order to alleviate an increasingly difficult sanitation problem for 550,000 persons 
in this area lies in the passage of the Price bill. Of course, we would find the 
bill much more attractive if the limitation of $500,000 were not included. The 
0-percent feature, or even the 30-percent feature in the present law would be 
extremely attractive to Denver if the maximum limitation were removed. 

Another problem that we face results from the fact that the total allocation to 
the whole State of Colorado is a mere $600,000. This amount is, of course, 
inadequate to begin to cover the statewide needs. 
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It must be recognized that the assistance granted under the present law and 
under the Price bill is of greatest significance to the smaller cities where the 
total cost of the plant which municipalities construct is in the $1 million or 
$2 million class. 

Your efforts to ensure passage of this vital legislation will be a great service 
to your fellow citizens, and deeply appreciated by my administration. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. F. NicHoison, Mayor. 


STATE oF WASHINGTON, 
POLLUTION CONTROL COMMISSION, 
Olympia, Wash., July 9, 1958. 
Congressman JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Sir: As a sequel to our telephone conversation of July 8, we would again 
like to express our gratitude for the information regarding H. R. 11714. You 
may be assured that the disposition of this measure is of considerable interest 
to this office. 

The information which you related has been passed along to other interested 
persons, and we are quite sure that the committee will receive many expres- 
sions of interest regarding the bill. 

Sincerely, 
Lew HOo.comes, 
Supervisor, Information and Publication. 


CoLuMBIA, Mo., July 14, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN A, BLATNIK, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

Urge you support price bill. This bill carries out recommendations Com- 
mission Intergovernmental Relations. See report to President June 1955. They 
said pollution situation justifies “increased participation of National Govern- 
ment in coping with this hazard to domestic and industrial water users.” See 
page 246 this report. 

Bruce J. CARL, 
Erecutive Director, Missouri Municipal League. 


Saw Jose, CALir., July 15, 1958. 
Hon. Jonn BLATNIK, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House Publie Works Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 

City of San Jose, Calif., strongly urges your support of Price bill, H. R. 
11472, relative to expansion of construction grant program for sewage treatment 
facilities and will appreciate vour continued effort on behalf of this bill. 

A. P. HAMANN, City Manager. 


NASHVILLE, TENN., July 16, 1958. 
Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK, 
House Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


I would like to call to your attention the vital part that the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act will play in the game and fish program in Tennessee. 
lrefer specifcally to separate amendments to section 6 by Representative Blatnik 
and Representative Price. I assure you that any provision that will make it 
possible for more Tennessee cities to cease pollution of our lakes and streams 
will be welcome to the 2 million people who hunt and fish in Tennessee. 

We trust that your committee will be successful in carrying one of the amend- 
ments through as a part of the act. 

Forrest V. DURAND, 
Director, Tennessee Game and Fish Commission. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
STATE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD, 
Sacramento, Calif., June 10, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, House Committee on Public Works, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. BuckK.ey: The California State Water Pollution Control Board 
met in regular session on June 4, 1958. Among the items considered by the 
board were the various proposals now before Congress for amending the con- 
struction grant provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (sec. 6 
of Public Law 660, 84th Cong.). 

After reviewing the proposed legislation in light of experience gained during 
the first 2 years of the construction grant program, the State board endorsed the 
following recommendations for amendments to section 6 of Public Law 660: 

(1) Increase the annual grant authorization from $50 million to $100 
million. 

(2) Raise the maximum amount payable to any one community from the 
present $250,000 to $500,000 (retaining the present provision of a 30 percent 
maximum Federal share of the total project cost). 

(3) Modify allotment procedures to allow for reallocation of unobligated 
grant funds among States having sewerage projects awaiting availability 
of Federal funds. 

(4) Permit two or more communities to receive grants for construction 
of joint sewerage facilities. 

The board has instructed me to make its views known to the California Mem- 
bers of Congress and to the Committee on Public Works of both the House and 
the Senate. 

We should appreciate your earnest consideration of these recommended amend- 
ments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and urge your support of 
legislation introduced for enactment of these measures . 

Very truly yours, 

Pau R. BONDERSON, 
Executive Officer. 


STATEMENT ON WATER POLLUTION CONTROL BY MISS CHLOE GIFFORD, PRESIDENT, 
GENERAL FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


The General Federation of Women’s Clubs has a membership of 545 million in 
the United States, including our affiliates. It was chartered by Congress in 
1901. We have a record of longstanding interest in the wise use and conserva- 
tion of the natural resources of America and we have consistently favored legis- 
lation which promotes better health measures for our people. 

The policies of our organization are established by resolutions adopted at 
annual conventions, after study and discussion by the 15,500 member clubs. 
At the convention in Philadelphia, May 1955, the following resolution was 
adopted : 

“Whereas our country’s waters are vital to its very existence; to its economic 
and social progress; to its national safety ; and to the public health and welfare 
of its people; and 

“Whereas the domestic, agricultural, fishing, wildlife, recreational uses, and 
industrial productive capacity are seriously threatened because of pollution of 
our streams, rivers, and lakes; and 

“Whereas the responsibility for water pollution control is primarily State and 
local, a majority of the Nation’s rivers are interstate streams or tributaries 
thereof : Therefore be it 

“Resolved, That the General Federation of Women’s Clubs urges that local, 
State, and Federal agencies cooperate to accomplish adequate pollution abate 
ment; that pollution control be developed as an integral part of comprehensive 
river-basin programs; that the Pollution Control Act of Congress, June 30, 
1948, as amended, be extended and implemented; and that stronger regulatory 
laws be enacted to improve water pollution control with the broadest possible 
benefits to the public.” 

We worked for the passage of the Water Pollution Control Act in 1956 and 
for the authorized appropriations in 1957. We believe the law was necessary in 
view of the increasing demands for pure water by our growing population. 
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The experience of 2 years has shown that the amount authorized by the origi- 
nal act is inadequate for present health needs. Congressman John A. Blatnik, 
the original sponsor of the program, has requested legislation doubling the 
amount provided in the act of 1956. The General Federation of Women’s Clubs 
urges the passage of H. R. 11714 to extend and improve the effectiveness of 
Public Law 660, by appropriating $100 million per year for water pollution 
control, with added flexibility in the program to secure greater results. 


SEWERAGE COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MILWAUKEE, 
Milwaukee, Wis., June 11, 1958. 
Re Price bill, H. R. 11472. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Sir: This is to advise that the Sewerage Commission of the City of 
Milwaukee and the Metropolitan Sewerage Commission of the County of Mil- 
waukee support Price bill, H. R. 11472. 

Kindly include this communication as part of the record of the hearings to 
expand and improve the Federal construction grant program for sewage treat- 
ment facilities under the water pollution control program, Public Law 660. 

Yours very truly, 
Ray D. LEary, 
Chief Engineer and General Manager, Sewerage Commission of the City 
of Milwaukee and Metropolitan Sewerage Commission of the County of 
Vilwaukee. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTY OFFICIALS, 
Washington, D. C., June 18, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear JOHN: The National Association of County Officials which represents 
6,000 elected and appointed county officials in 47 States and 43 State associations 
of county officials strongly endorses your bill, H. R. 11714, which would continue 
and expand Federal aid for water pollution control facilities. 

Our policy statement 1-4, reads as follows: “Stream pollution is a national 
problem which has greatly reduced the amount of usable water available for 
agricultural, industrial, and local water-supply purposes. In many cases this 
pollution is of an interstate nature and quite beyond the economic capacity of 
local governments to control. Therefore, we believe that there is justification 
for Federal assistance to counties and other local agencies in the construction 
of local sewage treatment plants. We favor the continuation of the Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1956 and specifically indorse the use of Federal funds, 
upon the recommendation of the appropriate State water pollution control 
agency for the construction of sewage treatment facilities and we strongly 
recommend that the Congress and the Federal administration make available 
sufficient funds to implement this part of the act.” 

We are particularly pleased that your bill would increase the ceiling on the 
amount of Federal appropriations for any one project from the present $250,000 
to $500,000. The bill would also increase Federal appropriations to a rate of 
$100 million a year each year for the 10-year period and would increase Federal 
participation from 30 percent of the cost to 50 percent of the cost. We think 
that that provision of the bill which would allow reallocation of funds into 
other States in those cases when the State did not use their total allotment, 
most important. We think that the provision that would allow two or more 
municipalities or other local units to band together to construct a single area- 
wide sewage treatment facility and receive Federal aid proportionately is a 
most foresighted development. 

We hope that this letter will become a part of the records of the hearings 
on this important legislation. 

Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
BERNIE HILLENBRAND, 
Ezrecutive Director. 
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ReEso.vutTion oF SoutrH Dakota GAME, FISH, AND PARKS COMMISSION 


Whereas the pollution problem of our entire country is aggravated by the ever- 
increasing lack of proper sewerage and industrial waste-treatment facilities; 
and 

Whereas the already overburdened taxpayer can see the benefit to some other 
fellow downstream but can’t see any benefit to himself (consequently he often 
votes “no” on a bond issue and our problems in financing are again multiplied) ; 
and 

Whereas a great part of our industrial pollution exists to a degree unrecog- 
nized for the real problem it poses simply because it hides behind the torrent 
of untreated domestic sewage ; and 

Whereas there is a present backlog of needed municipal pollution treatment 
projects of well over $1 billion; and 

Whereas the broad concern for the quantity and quality of the Nation’s water 
resources is properly that of the Federal Government that proper concern in- 
cluding the positive effort to see to it that the State and local governments can 
and will assume their responsibilities in meeting their share of the problem; 
and 

Whereas the vast volume of evidence confirms the impact of this program to 
the Nation as a whole, pointing to the continuing need for Federal financial 
assistance in the field of water pollution control and on an expanded basis, and 

Whereas only the Federal Government has the resources to provide the finan- 
cial assistance needed to meet the problem: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the South Dakota Game, Fish, and Parks Commission assem- 
bled at Pierre, S. Dak., this 17th day of March 1958, assembled in regular ses- 
sion, go on record recommending to Congress and urging Congress to continue 
and expand the 1956 Water Pollution Control Act known as Public Law 660, 
with added provisions liberalizing the financial provisions by increasing the 
total loan and grant authorization and by raising the percentage of Federal 
contributions available for each project to cover at least 50 percent of the cost 
of the project, providing for an expanded program of research and technical 
assistance and an increase in the annual authorization from $50 million to 
$100 million, and that copies of this resolution be spread upon the minutes of 
this meeting, and copies be sent to each member of the proper committees of 
Congress, to the Speaker of the House, to the President of the Senate, to Presi- 
dent Eisenhower, to each Member of the South Dakota delegation in Congress 
and the Senate, and to the governors of the 48 States as well as to all major 
conservation organizations. 

The above resolution was unanimously adopted by the South Dakota Depart- 
ment of Game, Fish, and Parks Commission duly assembled in regular session 
at Pierre, S. Dak., this 17th day of March 1958. 

Ceci. W. DuNCcAN, Chairman. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo., July 9, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Buck.ey: I am taking the liberty of conveying to you some comments 
with regard to H. R. 11714 in the form of a copy of a communication I have 
addressed to Hon. John A. Blatnik, chairman of the subcommittee. When one 
is retired and has no stenographic services at his disposal he must be content 
with not so precise a job. I trust you will consider this nonetheless personal 
or sincere. And any consideration you and your committee may give this matter 
will be sincerely appreciated by many conservationists all over the country. 

Respectfully and sincerely yours, 
I. T. Bone. 


JEFFERSON City, Mo. 


You no doubt know very little if anything about me, and simply to let you 
know that my interest in the following matter is genuine I offer the following 
information: My training and experience have been almost entirely in the 
conservation field; some 15 years in forestry, 3 years with the Federal Govern- 
ment, over 3 years as director of the Iowa Fish and Game Commission, nearly 
20 years as director of the Missouri Conservation Commission, and since my re- 
tirement about a year ago I have been serving on the Federal Water Pollution 
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Control Advisory Board. I have served as president of the International As- 
sociation of Fish and Game Commissioners and president of the Midwest Asso- 
ciation. My concern, therefore, over the national water pollution problem is 
Jong standing and direct, and these remarks are addressed to H. R. 11714, dealing 
with section 6 of the Water Pollution Control Act, grants-in-aid of construction 
of pollution control facilities. 

I am aware of the long discussion that has continued over the continuation 
of this part of the program and the various viewpoints expressed by the governors’ 
conference and others. I am also fully appreciative of the need to hold down 
governmental spending. I think I have always been about as strong a State’s 
rights man as anyone. On the other hand we have to face the fact that in 
many fields, where States have been unable or unwilling to proceed with steps 
necessary to national welfare, it has proven wise for the Federal Government 
to furnish the motivation needed to get the job done. After having now served 
on the President’s Water Pollution Control Advisory Board for better than a 
year, and after having studied the steps taken by the Department of Health to 
implement this act, I am convinced of the wisdom of the act, of the full justifica- 
tion for the small amount of money provided to implement the act, and especially 
the construction of pollution control works. I am convinced that the procedures 
being followed are in no way invading State’s rights. 

The rapidly increasing intensity of water use by all human interests leaves 
little doubt about the critical nature of the water pollution problem. To me, 
modern water-use development leaves little more justification for dumping 
the filth we do in our waters than for municipalities, industries, and others to 
dump their wastes on our city streets, highways, parkways, and other public 
use areas. I have just completed some special survey work in the State of 
California. Scarcely a week passed without my reading in the papers the 
impact of pollution on the bathing beaches and recreational activity of the 
State, including the wiping out of the sports fisheries. The last biennial 
report of the California Fish and Game Commission leaves little doubt about 
the impact and the almost insurmountable problem of pollution and its 
impact upon the economics of the whole shellfish industry. I am familiar with 
the disastrous results of pollution to the commercial fisheries in the Mis- 
souri River and in the Mississippi River from St. Louis south. This is a 
nationwide picture. In my studied opinion, the sky-rocketing intensity of 
use of water by all interests makes water pollution control as vital a part 
of water plans as the building of dams, irrigation works, reclamation projects, 
and health campaigns. And I believe very sincerely that all of these things 
are so vitally connected with the pollution problem that they should be made 
to bear their share of the pollution control responsibility. 

The money that has been provided as a stimulus to construction of pollution 
control works and for research into the problem is not enough to get the job 
done. I agree fully that the Federal Government cannot and should not 
shoulder the whole burden. It is my conviction, however, from my close 
association with what has been accomplished, that few programs have furnished 
such an effective stimulant toward getting a job dene in so short a time. It 
is my further conviction that because of the wide ramifications from the human 
welfare standpoint and because of the many large interstate problems in- 
volved, this program takes on the same justification for Federal assistance as 
do highways, rivers, and harbors and other programs. It is difficult, there- 
fore, for me to agree with the reasoning and the recommendations of the 
Joint Federal-State Action Committee of last December. The responsibility and 
financing reach far beyond individual and private and State interests. Those of 
us who have battled this problem for many years know full well that many 
of the largest and worst offenders want the whole matter left in the hands 
of individual States because they can come a lot nearer controlling State 
agencies in their own interests than they can Federal agencies. The States have 
had many years experience trying to do something about this problem but they 
have made very little progress. I do not feel that the arguments put forth in 
opposition to the construction grants under this program hold water in any 
sense. When I think of the billions of dollars being spent for all sorts of 
water development projects, many of which add to the pollution potential, 
it seems to me there exists an obligation to provide a few millions to avoid 
the terrific impact of pollution on human, recreational, and industrial interests. 

My experience in serving on the Water Pollution Control Advisory Board 
has allayed certain fears I held in the beginning. The Department of Health 
has not approached their responsibility with indifference or narrowmindedness. 
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The real interests involved are not being submerged. Regulations and pro- 
ceedures under which the program is being carried out are not domineering. 
The origin, planning, priority, execution, and jurisdiction of programs is 
being left to the States. Where interstate problems are involved the depart- 
ment is making a courageous effort and taking a constructive approach in 
trying sincerely to carry out the intent and purpose of the Pollution Control 
Act. 

I can assure you that a host of conservationists all over the country are 
praying that the work which has been instituted under this act will continue 
to receive the small amount of assistance it has received. We see in it a 
ray of hope that real progress has been initiated toward solving one of our 
most vexing problems. 

Very respectfully yours, 


I. T. Bove. 
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Stream Pollution 


EVALUATION OF FEDERAL CONSTRUCTION GRANT 
PROGRAM UNDER PUBLIC LAW 660— 
PANEL DISCUSSION * 


I. INTRODUCTION 


By Miuton P. Apams, Leader 


Executive Secretary, Michigan Water Resources Commission, 


Lansing, Mich. 


This is the third national convoca- 
tion of state, interstate, federal ad- 
ministrators, and many others affected 
by the Federal Pollution Act of 1956, 
Public Law 660, 84th Congress. Two 
years ago many of the same people, 
but a smaller group, met in Atlantic 
City, when there was great concern 
as to the type of legislation that was 
going to be enacted by Congress. One 
year ago at Los Angeles, with the law 
in effect and the first year’s appropri- 
ation made both for administrative 
grants and construction grants, much 
of the time was devoted to the discus- 
sion of priorities and other ways the 
states perform that part of their re- 
sponsibilities under this Act. 

At the Los Angeles meeting a mo- 
tion was made and adopted, calling for 
a request to the Surgeon General for 
the establishment of an annual confer- 
ence of state and interstate water pol- 
lution administrators. At the present 
time a committee is formally canvas- 
sing the sentiment of the various states 
as to their experiences with this law. 





.* Presented at the 30th Annual Meeting, 
Federation of Sewage and Industrial Wastes 
Assns.; Boston, Mass.; Oct. 7-10, 1957. 





As an introduction, a word may be 
said about one state with which there 
is considerable familiarity. Michigan 
has ascertained the hard way one or 
two things that cannot be changed. 
For instance, after the first year’s ex- 
perience in allocating the money, and 
some being disappointed and few be- 
ing pleased, it was felt that it might 
help if the rate and maximum 
amounts of grant be reduced, thereby 
making the money go farther. How- 
ever, it has been stated in official com- 
munications that this plan is not pos- 
sible. Therefore, the rule of 30 per 
cent or $250,000, whichever is smaller, 
is to be followed. 

Since these funds are controversial 
terms of the Federal Law these pres- 
sure brought to bear for allocation of 
funds to certain districts. Under the 
terms of the Federal law these pres- 
sures cannot exert any influence. As 
a result the selections are based 
strictly on merit. 

Another comment is that as an ad- 
ministrator of a state agency it is dis- 
turbing to have so much good time 
spent on ascertaining the few lucky 
people to whom the money goes. 
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II. INDIANA EXPERIENCES 


By B. A. Poo.e anp O. H. Hert 


Respectively, State Sanitary Engineer, and Special Projects Engineer, Division of Sanitary 
Engineering, Indiana State Board of Health, Indianapolis, Ind. 


The Indiana sewage treatment plant 
construction picture of the past 15 
months apparently is different from 
that being reported for most areas of 
the country. Table I shows the annual 
construction by fiscal years since July 
1951 and an estimate of the projects 
that could go under construction by 
July 1960. This estimate is based on 
personal contact in the individual com- 
munities and includes an appraisal of 
the ‘‘readiness to go’’ of the public 
officials and the people, as well as the 
status of plams and _ specifications. 
Only three projects sold bonds and 
went under construction between July 
1956 and July 1957. During the lat- 
ter half of calendar 1956 all munici- 
palities ready for construction wanted 
to wait for federal funds. Eleven 
projects were offered, and accepted, 
federal grants. Most of them took 
bids before the end of the fiscal year 
but not in time to sell bonds and 
actually start construction. Five of 
these projects had sold bonds by Sep- 
tember 15, 1957. 


Particular attention is directed to 
Columns 3 and 4 of Table I, which 
show the population served by new 
sewage treatment piants and the popu- 
lation of cities making additions to 
existing plants. It is believed that an 
indication of population served is a 
better measure of pollution abated than 
the more commonly used number of 
projects started or the cost of the 
projects. 

Table II shows the Indiana projects 
that received grants from the 1956-57 
Federal appropriation. By and large 
they were little projects. However, 
they may be fairly representative of 
the country as a whole, since the July 
31, 1957 release of the Public Health 
Service shows that of the 487 projects 
receiving grants from the first year’s 
appropriation only 48 were given 
$250,000. 

In 1956 Indiana received additional 
applications for $1,652,000 in grants 
from 9 municipalities. One of these 
has proceeded to construction, the 
other eight are still pending. These 


TABLE I.—Annual Construction Expenditures for Sewage Treatment 


Facilities in Indiana 








Population Served (1950 Census) 





Year No. of Projects Project Cost! Fonrted 
New Projects Additions (Millon Dollars) | (Million Dollars) 
1951-52 6 11,076 -— 3.823 0.783 
1952-53 6 29,298 7,316 12.373 1.258 
1953-54 14 177,214 65,858 22.022 2.005 
1954-55 14 125,383 109,549 20.608 2.258 
1955-56 13 43,863 470,798 30.275 2.071 
1956-57 3 _— 135,862 6.965 0.500 
1956-57? 11 21,994 15,156 3.629 1.003 
1957-58* 21 45,800 106,900 12.667 2.600 
1958-59? 24 172,170 618,236 21.610 4.530 
1959-60# 26 39,499 318,602 18.244 4.070 





1 Actual dollars. 


2 Projects allocated federal grant funds but not under construction July 1, 1957. 


3 Estimated projects and costs. 
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TABLE II.—Indiana Projects with Federal Grants 1956-57 

menoaitr | chamrcny | Taakatnbet | Tmetagmig ome | pera 
Decatur 7,271 1,175,000 1,120,000 250,000 
Tipton! 5,633 648,000 281,000 84,300 
Winchester! 5,467 149,570 131,903 39,570 
Huntingburg! 4,056 635,200 334,000 100,200 
Monon 1,439 194,278 130,928 39,278 
Alexandria? 5,147 897,061 668,160 200,448 
Fremont 947 301,325 97,750 29,325 
Jonesboro 1,973 413,781 295,937 88,781 
Fairmount 2,646 496,649 322,166 96,649 
LaGrange 1,892 256,840 212,800 63,840 
Morristown? c79 144,124 34,566 10,370 

Total 37,150 5,312,008 3,629,210 1,002,761 





1 Improvements to existing plants. 








2 Engineer’s estimate—verified bids not received. 


§ Oxidation pond. 


were being considered the latter part of 
1957 with 17 new applications request- 
ing $2,489,000 in grants. Thus, the 
total applications on hand would re- 
quire about four times the amount of 
federal funds currently available. 
The tightening of the bond market 
during the past several months has un- 
doubtedly been a great factor in caus- 
ing officials of the Indiana cities passed 
over on grant applications to want to 
defer construction and wait for ‘‘an- 
other chance at federal funds.’’ 
Table III indicates the interest rates 





Seven bond issues were sold during 
the three-month period ended Oct. 1, 
1957. Late in 1956 and to date of re- 
porting in 1957 five towns have been 
unable to sell revenue bonds at interest 
rates as high as 514 per cent. Three 
of these have federal grant offers. 
Table IV lists the bond sales of the 
Indianapolis Sanitary District since 
1951 and shows a uniform picture of 
the climbing interest rate. This rise 
is more uniform than that of the 
preceding table because of a common 
basis for review of all the proposed 

















on Indiana sewage works revenue’ bond issues. 
bonds, and sanitary district bonds Indiana experiences during the past 
from 1951 to September 15, 1957. 15-month period, ending Oct. 1, 1957, 
TABLE III.—Interest Rates—Indiana Sewage Treatment Construction 
Interest Rate (per cent) 
= Boog lovee —Al Revenue Bonds 
(Dollars) Sanitary a —_ $$$ 
District Bonds ‘ 
Minimum Maximum ee 
1951-52 3,823,575 1.76 3.25 4.00 3.58 
1952-53 12,372,615 2.15 3.38 4.40 4.04 
1953-54 22,022,024 2.26 2.70 5.00 3.07 
1954-55 20,607,597 2.13 2.37 4.50 2.94 
1955-56 30,275,000 2.38 2.50 4.13 3.48 
1956-57 6,909,000! 2.98 a — —_ 
July 1-Oct. 1, 1957 4,928,000 —_— 4.5 5.25 4.93 








1 Sanitary district bonds only. 
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TABLE IV.—Sanitary District of Indianapolis 
Annual Bond Issues 


—_— Interest Length of 
= (Dollars) (Per Cent) (Youn) 
1951 1,350,000 1.88 32 
1952 950,000 1.63 26 
1952 2,460,000 1.88 22 
1953 1,575,000 2.00 25 
1953 3,750,000 2.37 30 
1953 1,950,000 2.25 30 
1954 250,000 | 2.13 25 
1955 | 3,210,000 | 2.13 30 
1956 17,970,000 2.38 30 
1956 840,000 2.38 28 
1956 1,500,000 2.75 30 
1957 | 1,320,000 | 3.25 30 
Total | 37,125,000 — — 





and: an appraisal of the current at- 
titude of municipal officials, indicates 
a tremendous ‘‘selling job’’ must be 
done if the estimates of potential con- 
struction of the next three years are to 





III. FLORIDA EXPERIENCES 
By Davin B. LEE 
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be turned into actual construction. 
And these estimates must be met if 
the rate of pollution abatement estab- 
lished in 1953 to 1955 is to be main- 
tained. 

Conclusions 


Based on the experiences in Indiana 
during the 15 months ending Oct. 1, 
1957, in connection with the construc- 
tion grants program of Public Law 
660, the following conclusions are 
drawn: 


1. Municipal sewage treatment plant 
construction in Indiana was deferred 
during the last half of calendar 1956 
while city officials awaited the outcome 
of applications for federal grants. 

2. Since January 1957 most cities 
and towns not receiving a grant have 
not proceeded because of the tight 
money market and the hope they would 
get a grant from current or future 
appropriations. 








Director, Bureau of Sanitary Engineering, Florida State Board of 
Health, Jacksonville, Fla. 


First, a brief statement about the 
philosophy of sanitary engineers is in 
order. It is difficult to understand 
why sanitary engineers as a group are 
a pristine collection of individuals who 
are opposed to federal grants. It does 
not seem appropriate to take such an 
arbitrary stand not to want federal 
grants. Attention is called to the fact 
that this Public Law 660 is just one 
more tool needed to protect the great- 
est natural resource, water. One feel- 
ing is that water belongs to the state 
and this is believed to be true. 

When an examination is made of 
the record of the pollution abatement, 
it is seen that instead of a decrease 
there has been an increase of pollution 
throughout the country as a whole. 
There does not seem to be justification 
to feel proud of this record, although 


in some areas the performance has been 
commendable. 

In a look at the future it is easy 
to see that there will be serious prob- 
lems. In comparison with conditions 
today, it is predicted that in the fu- 
ture this country will see 600 million 
people, plus a tremendous expansion 
of industry, and much unknown in 
the chemical environment. 

As a ‘‘State’s Righter’’ it is felt 
that a water pollution law is needed. 
Reality must be faced because a law 
appears inevitable. Such a law should 
be in an agency that understands the 
problems. It is not so important to 
debate whether there is agreement on 
Public Law 660 or any other details, 
such as Section 6 or the enforcement 
procedures, but it is believed that it is 
an important matter that the profes- 
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sion of engineering of this group must 
settle on the fundamental principles 
of the approach to this problem. It 
is time to stop leading the public and 
politicians and the people who pass 
laws to believe that the sanitary engi- 
neers who are the professionals in the 
water control field are in a state of 
utter confusion and disagreement. It 
appears as though that kind of impres- 
sion is left every time a group gets 
together in Congress. It is time to get 
together and work out the necessary 
details. 

Again, it is stated that Section 6 
is just one more tool in the over-all 
picture of the program. It is necessary 
to evaluate this program thoroughly. 
In order to do this more time is needed 
to give it a fair test. 

Discussing Florida, it is very much 
the same picture that has been men- 
tioned in Indiana. In Florida, there 
have been 11 projects, all small, and 
only one out of the 11 under construc- 
tion. Why? Because those 10 towns 
can not finance the other 70 per cent 
of the program. In this program, if 
all the money that the town asked for 
was obtained from the Federal Gov- 
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ernment, there could have been a pro- 
gram built amounting to better than 
55 million dollars. So for every dol- 
lar that would have been obtained from 
grants the community would have put 
in 10 dollars. In the southeast it is 
much the same way. In a circulation 
of the southeast it was found that of 
the 118 projects, 9 were completed; 13 
were 25 per cent completed; three were 
50 per cent completed; three were 75 
per cent completed; and 61 were ready 
to go under construction. 

Therefore, rather than to condemn 
the program it is felt that further 
time is needed to evaluate the program. 

One other point is offered. If the 
States knew they were going to have 
a 10-year program of federal grants 
they would be in a much better po- 
sition to allocate and set up priorities 
and be in readiness to set up a pro- 
gram. It is believed that it is not the 
federal grant portion that is holding 
up this program. To amplify some of 
these statements the results of ques- 
tions to others are offered. Engineers 
and bond houses that have sold bonds 
in Florida since 1950 were queried and 
the results show a definite pattern. 
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FIGURE 1.—Bond interest rates for Metcalf and Eddy projects, 1950-56. 
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FIGURE 2.—Interest rate of annual bond issue—Sanitary District of Indianapolis, 
1951-57. 


Figure 1 shows the bond interest 
rates for Metcalf and Eddy sewerage 
projects from 1950 to 1956, giving 
minimum, average, and maximum 
rates. It is seen that the maximum 
interest rates reached a peak in 1953, 
while the general trend for average 
rates has been to rise, with the highest 
in 1956. It is not known why the 
maximum rates in the bond market 


% INTEREST 
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were lowered in New England in 1956. 
This does not show data from 1957, 
which could be substantially different. 

Figure 2 shows the pattern of the 
interest rate of the annual bond issue 
for the Sanitary District of Indian- 
apolis from 1951 to 1957. A general 
increase is shown with a sharp up- 
turn the last two years. 

In Figure 3 there is contained a pic- 
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FIGURE 3.—Bond interest rates for a combination of water and sewerage projects, 
1950-57. 
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FIGURE 4.—Bond interest rates for basic sewage projects, 1951-57. 


ture of the bond interest rates for 
combined water and sewerage projects. 
This also shows a generally rising 
trend and further shows a substantial 
variation between the minimum and 
maximum rates. From knowledge at 
first hand, the entire pattern is rising 
in Florida. 


Figure 4 shows the bond interest 
rates for the basic sewage projects. 
It is seen that the interest rates 
reached a peak in 1953, lowered 
slightly, and then began a rise to the 
present time, with sharp increases in 
the last year. 

Figure 5 shows the bond issue in- 
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FIGURE 5.—Bond interest rates for a group of Florida projects, 1950-57. 
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terest rates for some projects in 
Florida from 1950 to 1957. A general 
increase is also indicated for these 
projects, including the most increases 
in the past two years. 

To summarize, the rising bond in- 
terest rates appear to be one of the 
major impediments in the implementa- 
tion of Public Law 660. To delay fur- 
ther the decisions to construct sewage 
treatment plants postpones the general 
issue and makes for eventual higher 
costs. It will be necessary to pay for 
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these projects at some time and pres- 
ent indications are that this will be 
after the bond interest rates reach a 
level. The present trend shows that 
this interest level will be higher than 
at present; therefore, a delay will add 
to the costs. 

Public Law 660 apppears to be a 
sound tool, provided that the parties 
affected can work out the details neces- 
sary to provide a completely workable 
law. 


IV. CALIFORNIA EXPERIENCES 


By Paut R. BonDERSON 


Executive Officer, California State Water Pollution Control Board, Sacramento, Calif. 


California is honored to participate 
in this discussion and it is appropri- 
ate to attempt an evaluation of the 
effect of Public Law 660 at this early 
date because without a doubt this pro- 
gram will have a tremendous impact 
on water pollution control throughout 
the country. 

Since it is believed that the Public 
Health Service administration of the 
program will have a great deal to do 
with its eventual success or failure, an 
evaluation of this phase is necessary. 
It is felt that the Public Health Serv- 
ice is to be commended for the excel- 
lence of the setting up of the program. 
There have been very few hitches and 
it is amazing in a program of this size 
that the operation has been so smooth. 
In processing applications many de- 
cisions have been made promptly and 
decisively. There is not always agree- 
ment with the decisions but they have 
been decisively made. Cooperation 
from regional officers has been tre- 
mendous and is much appreciated. 


Construction Grants Program 


In regard to the construction grant 
phase of Public Law 660 there are 
two sound conclusions that can be 
drawn at this time. First, there is a 
tremendous amount of interest by the 


cities in California in this program; 
and second, it is too early to evaluate 
conclusively the impact of grants on 
the level of construction. 


Favorable Reaction 


This first conclusion, that is the in- 
terest, is drawn from a number of 
things happening in California. First, 
the legislature in session last spring 
passed a million dollar grant program 
to parallel the Federal program. The 
Governor, however, vetoed the bill. 
Recently the League of California Citi- 
zens enacted a resolution urging and 
requesting that the grant program be 
continued at not less than the mini- 
mum level that is now being carried 
on. 

In the first year there were 81 ap- 
plications filed in California for almost 
8 million dollars of Federal aid. The 
second year (1957) the number of ap- 
plications were down to 64 but the 
amount requested was approximately 
8.3 million dollars. 

As to the second conclusion, relating 
to the inability to evaluate the impact 
of the program, this is due primarily 
to the priority system used during the 
first year in processing the applica- 
tions. The California system gave a 
tremendous advantage to the communi- 
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ties ready to go and did not really 
give time to the unorganized com- 
munity to be stimulated into under- 
taking new projects. It is the feeling 
that the over-all state-wide impact so 
far can probably best be summed up 
as being neutral. There has been a 
little positive activity. There is, un- 
fortunately, indication of a negative 
nature. The grant program during 
the first year did speed consideration 
on a number of signings but they are 
of minor significance as far as the 
state-wide picture is concerned. Ap- 
plications are now being processed for 
the present year’s fund and it appears 
certain that several projects will be 
initiated this year as a result of the 
grant program. 


Unfavorable Reaction 


There has been a negative aspect of 
this program also. All 81 applicants 
last year were supposed to be for 
projects on which construction would 
be undertaken by July 1957. This 
was not the case as many did not start 
construction on or before this date. 
In fact, some of the projects that re- 
ceived certification for grants have yet 
to let their contracts. Twenty-four 
projects of the 81 applicants were 
certified for grants. This left 57 un- 
certified. Of the 64 projects that are 
being processed this year 31 are re- 
applications from communities that 
were not certified the first year. No 
community has indicated that they are 
holding up construction until they re- 
ceive a grant. However, it is hoped 
that their actions do not speak louder 
than their words. It will be some time 
before it is definitely known whether 
some cities are procrastinating in 
hopes of receiving a grant. 


Other Problems 


There are other problems in Cali- 
fornia associated with the program and 
these will be listed but not discussed 
in detail. 

The first is poorly prepared applica- 
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tions and documents. It is really dis- 
couraging to review applications in 
which the first pages are not filled out. 

Second, establishing priorities has 
been difficult. The program requires 
much staff time and other important 
activities, therefore, have suffered. 
Some communities are unhappy over 
the ruling requiring the equivalent of 
primary treatment. 

One of the most knotty problems, 
yet to be solved, is determining what 
is an intercepting sewer. In this re- 
gard there have been hundreds of sug- 
gestions, not all of them acceptable to 
parties concerned. 


Research Program 


A few comments seem appropriate 
on the research portion of P.L. 660. 
California for some time has been of 
the opinion that research should be 
expanded on the federal level. This 
opinion has not changed and it is 
believed that this feeling is general 
in all other states that participated 
in the Congressional hearing, before 
the enactment of P.L. 660. It was 
very disappointing that the research 
phase has been slighted by Congress. 
California’s interest can be demon- 
strated by the fact it is using almost 
every dollar of the program grant for 
the support of research. The particu- 
lar program receiving attention in 
California has to do with the problems 
associated with the ocean disposal of 
sewage. It is felt that California is 
making effective use of the program 
grant monies for research purposes. 
Unfortunately, it is doubtful whether 
their effective use of research program 
monies could be made because of in- 
ability to fill all authorized positions 
in recent years. 


Summary 


In summary, the administration of 
the program by the United States Pub- 
lic Health Service has been outstand- 
ing. However, it is disappointing that 
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the research phase has been slighted 
by Congress. 

Program grant funds are being used 
effectively for research on ocean dis- 
posal of sewage. 

There is a tremendous interest in 
the grant program by communities in 


California. Requests for grants are 
exceeding available funds by a ratio 
of four to one and that pattern is 
expected to continue. 

Finally, it is too early to evaluate 
the impact of the Federal grants on 
the level of construction. 


V. NEW YORK EXPERIENCES 


By A. F. Dapprert 


Executive Secretary, New York State Water Pollution Control Board, 
Albany, N. Y. 


Grants 


New York State received $2,749,675 
for allocation to municipalities for sew- 
age treatment work construction from 
the 1956-57 Federal budget. While 
some 60 municipalities filed applica- 
tions for these funds, only 37 applica- 
tions were in such form that they could 
be considered for processing without 
substantial change or implementation. 
The formula of the Water Pollution 
Control Board, evaluating each project 
in terms of health benefits to be de- 
rived from the project and financial 
need of the municipality, was applied 
to these, and 24 projects were given 
priorities. 

The total cost of these federally- 
aided projects is in excess of 13.75 
million dollars. In addition it will be 
necessary for several communities to 
construct collection systems and bear 
the entire cost of these projects them- 
selves as there is no Federal aid avail- 
able for this. 

The grants requested out of 1956- 
57 allocations totaled $2,824,842 or 
about $60,000 more than the appropri- 
ation. However, the actual offers 
amounted to $2,694,314 as the Public 
Health Service ruled certain portions 
of several applications as ineligible for 
Federal aid. 

The law states that the grants shall 
be 30 per cent of the cost of the eligible 
portion of the project or $250,000, 
whichever is smaller. The offers here 


are about 19.5 per cent of the total 
project costs and average $112,000. 
Only four communities received the 
maximum grant allowance. 

The law further states that at least 
50 per cent of the grant money shall 
be to communities of less than 125,000 
persons. In the New York allocation 
about 85 per cent of the funds went 
to communities of less than 125,000 
population. However, $1,192,209 or 
44.3 per cent of the funds went to 
villages of under 5,000 population. 


Application Processing Procedures 


The procedure for processing appli- 
cations in New York may differ some- 
what from that in other states. 
Briefly the New York procedure is as 
follows: 


1. Applications are received and re- 
viewed as to whether they cover proj- 
ects eligible for Federal aid. Those 
that are rejected for this reason are 
returned to the applicant. Those that 
appear eligible are then checked for 
completeness and any necessary addi- 
tional material is requested. 

2. Completed applications are then 
sent to the Public Health Service for a 
determination of propriety for a Fed- 
eral grant offer. 

3. Periodically the eligible applica- 
tions are assembled and scored accord- 
ing to a formula for priority. This 
formula gives equal weight to the 
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health benefits to be derived from the 
project and the financial status of the 
municipality. Under the health bene- 
fits are considered the health effects 
of the pollution on the receiving wa- 
ters, the importance of this particular 
situation with reference to other pollu- 
tional situations in the basin, and other 
effects of the pollution on the receiving 
waters not directly related to health. 
Financial considerations include per 
capita cost of the total project, includ- 
ing items ineligible for Federal aid, 
per capita bonded indebtedness exclu- 
sive of school bonds, and the combined 
general and school tax rate per $1,000 
assessed valuation on an equalized 
basis. Every application is rated in 
each of these six categories with a 
maximum value of 10 in each. These 
scores are then totaled and the projects 
are listed in a table with the highest 
number of points first. There are cases 
where the project cost is greater than 
the available debt margin. Projects 
in this group are given top priority. 
Priorities are assigned to cover the 
funds to be distributed at this time 
and applications not receiving a prior- 
ity at this time are reconsidered in 
the succeeding groups of applicants. 


Evaluation of the Program 


After a year of operation it is ap- 
propriate to comment on the program 


evaluation. There is action toward 
the construction of sewage treatment 
plants in places which, it is believed, 
would never have been forthcoming 
without this program. Several of the 
municipalities that have moved ahead 
have been under pressure for several 
years without much apparent success. 
Other places would have gone ahead 
without Federal aid, but Federal aid 
probably has been a factor in speeding 
progress. Of course, the hardest thing 
to do was to turn down applications 
from places that had awarded con- 
tracts prior to the cutoff date of July 
31, 1956. It is felt that some places 
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that were ready to go ahead about 
the time the program was envisioned 
did hold back, with the idea that they 
might get funds. All in all, it is felt 
that the program has stimulated the 
construction of sewage treatment 
plants. While the extra work placed 
on official agencies is heavy, it is hoped 
that the program is continued. 

In the matter of difficulties with the 
program, it is time-consuming from 
the administrative standpoint, but a 
way to provide relief to regulatory 
agencies from the extra work load is 
not apparent. All the administrative 
difficulties are with the applicants and 
their consulting engineers. It is a rare 
application that is received in such 
form that it can be processed immedi- 
ately. The instructions appear to be 
clear but they are not followed. As a 
result, it may take as long as six months 
to collect the necessary data and sup- 
porting documents so that the applica- 
tion can be sent to the Public Health 
Service. Another touchy point deals 
with the time schedule placed on the 
application for having plans and 
specifications ready for bids and also 
the time when contracts will be 
awarded. It would appear that these 
schedules were not realistically as- 
signed, since they are seldom met. 
There have been cases where these 
dates have passed before the engineer 
has been authorized to prepare the 
final plans and specifications. 

One other interesting point in this 
connection is that this program has 
brought quite a number of new con- 
sulting engineering firms into the field 
of sewage treatment works. In New 
York State the plans are given a care- 
ful review following the recommenda- 
tions set forth in the ten states ‘‘Stand- 
ards for Sewage Works ...’’ (1). 
It has taken considerable education on 
the part of the state agency to get 
these newcomers in this field to prepare 
their plans according to these stand- 
ards. 
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When this Federal construction 
grants program was launched, it was 
felt that it was unfair in respect to 
taxpayers in states which get only a 
small return for their tax dollars when 
supporting such Federal aid programs. 
Also there seemed to be unfairness in 
respect to local taxpayers who have 
already paid or are paying for mu- 
nicipal sewage treatment plants al- 
ready constructed. This thinking has 
not necessarily changed, but the facts 
are that the Federal construction 
grants program was launched and is 
now in its second year of operation. 

If the program should be cut off at 
the end of this current fiscal year it is 
predicted that there would be several 
projects delayed by reason of the fact 
that the officials of some municipalities 
would hold off in the hope that some- 
how or other the program would be 
resumed in some succeeding year. 
Once a program of this kind is started 
it does not appear that there can be a 
return to the original status that pre- 
vailed before it was started. Munici- 
palities are bound to look forward to 
some kind of continued Federal aid. 


Future Recommendations 


Therefore, taking a realistic view of 
the situation, the construction grants 
program is endorsed and a recom- 
mendation is offered for the appropri- 
ations to be increased to a level more 
commensurate with the requests for 
grants which are being made. In the 
ease of New York State, if there were 
another two million dollars in the ecur- 
rent allocation for 1957-58, it would 
be possible to grant priorities to practi- 
eally all of the municipalities which 
thus far have filed applications for 
Federal aid during the 1956-57 and 
the 1957-58 fiscal years. 

Further, it is felt that the rules 
should somehow be changed, which 
probably would require amendment of 
the law, such that Federal aid could 
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be granted for construction of a por- 
tion of a pollution abatement project 
in advance of actual construction of 
an operable sewage treatment works. 
In this regard reference is made to 
several New York municipalities which 
have the problem of constructing long 
and expensive intercepting sewers as 
well as a sewage treatment plant, and 
the total cost of doing both is so great 
that the entire project must be set up 
on some kind of a stage basis. Mu- 
nicipalities in this position should be 
eligible for aid if they will build their 
needed intercepting sewers as a first 
stage project. 

In consideration of the future, New 
York State received an allocation of 
$2,746,550 for the 1957-58 Federal 
fiseal year. Requests on hand consider- 
ably exceed this amount and there are 
known additional applications which 
will be filed in the near future. There 
are others which will be filed within 
two years. Priorities on the 1957-58 
appropriation are being established 
and forwarded. Currently, administra- 
tion is very much a problem. However, 
the responsibilities of the Public 
Health Service in the regional office 
are appreciated. 

With due regard to the work load 
in the Public Health Service, it is sug- 
gested from the state’s viewpoint that 
it would be helpful if procedures could 
be revised under which, after a state 
priority is given, there could then be 
more direct negotiations between each 
applicant and the Public Health Serv- 
ice; this might be more expeditious 
than having the state serve as inter- 
mediary in the operations. 


Reference 


1, ‘‘Standards for Sewage Works, Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Missouri, New York, Ohio, Pennsyl- 
vania, and Wisconsin.’’ Upper Missis- 
sippi River Board of Public Health 
Engineers and Great Lakes Board of 
Public Health Engineers, May 1952 
(partially revised July 1954). 
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VI. INTERSTATE AGENCY EXPERIENCES 


By Josepu C. Knox 


Secretary, New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission, 
Boston, Mass. 


This assignment was to evaluate, 
from the viewpoint of interstate 
agencies, the effectiveness of the grant 
provisions of Public Law 660 in ad- 
vancing water pollution control. <Ac- 
cordingly, the several interstate agen- 
cies have been contacted for their 
comments in this regard. 

All the interstate agencies are in ac- 
cord that the grants to state and inter- 
state agencies for expansion of their 
programs have been of considerable 
aid. In addition to financing needed 
pollution control surveys and investi- 
gations, the grants are being used ef- 
fectively in expanding research pro- 
grams on waste treatment problems to 
an extent which otherwise would have 
been impossible. 

The experiences of the interstate 
commissions in connection with con- 
struction grants to municipalities is 
naturally the sum total of the experi- 
ences of their member states. This 
information has been summarized by 
previous speakers on this panel. As 
anticipated when Public Law 660 was 
enacted, the construction programs in 
some states have been retarded and in 
others stimulated by the grants. 

The situation in the New England 
Compact area follows the same pattern 
as throughout the country in that the 
construction grants program has been 
a deterrent in some states and an ac- 
eelerator in others. Connecticut’s 
program, for example, provided for 
eliminating the discharge of all un- 
treated sewage into its waterways by 
1962, but because of the limited allot- 
ment to Connecticut for grant pur- 
poses the goal cannot be attained as 
planned. On the other hand the grants 
are proving a stimulus to the programs 
in Maine, New Hampshire, and Ver- 


mont. These states, within recent 
years, enacted water pollution control 
legislation which provides for classifi- 
eation of all inland and tidal waters, 
followed by the installation of the 
necessary treatment facilities to meet 
the classifications. Laws were enacted 
by the 1957 Maine and Vermont Leg- 
islatures making available state grants 
of 20 per cent to supplement the Fed- 
eral construction grants. In New 
Hampshire, similar legislation was de- 
feated when the Senate President 
broke a tie vote on the measure. Such 
state-aid legislation could not be passed 
in Connecticut, Massachusetts, and 
Rhode Island because the majority of 
municipalities in these states have con- 
structed treatment works at their own 
expense. New Hampshire has enacted 
legislation under which the state 
guarantees municipal bonds for sewage 
construction works, and the Vermont 
laws have been amended to require 
only a majority vote instead of a two- 
thirds vote for approval of bond issues 
for treatment plant construction. 

The philosophy in New England has 
always been that pollution control was 
the responsibility of the municipalities 
and the states. It took the state water 
pollution control agencies from the 
end of PWA days in the 1930’s until 
the early 1950’s to convince munici- 
palities that Federal subsidies were not 
and would not be available for con- 
struction purposes. Then the construc- 
tion grant provision was inserted in the 
legislation which resulted in Public 
Law 660. This provision was opposed 
on the grounds that the appropriation 
proposed was inadequate and that pre- 
vious experience had shown Congress 
had a faculty for initiating programs 
and then failing after a few years to 
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make the required appropriations. 
This situation occurred most recently 
in 1952 under Public Law 845. 
Should Congress fail to continue ap- 
propriations for grants, there would 
result a greater lag in treatment plant 
construction than that following the 
PWA program. Therefore, regard- 
less of the philosophy concerning 
grants, it is incumbent on the pollu- 
tion control agencies to make the grant 
program a success. 

It was not the intent of Congress 
that Public Law 660 should curtail the 
program in some states. This has actu- 
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ally occurred and yet in some states 
the allotted funds are not being used. 
This situation certainly calls for modi- 
fications and revisions in the present 
statute to provide for more equitable 
distribution of funds to carry out the 
purpose of the law. Proposed amend- 
ments probably could best be formu- 
lated by a Conference of State Water 
Pollution Control Directors, the or- 
ganization of which was recommended 
to the Public Health Service at the 
panel discussion on Public Law 660 at 
the Federation meeting in Los Angeles 
last year. 


VII. FEDERAL EVALUATION 


By Gorpon E. McCattum 


Chief, Water Supply and Water Pollution Control Program, Public Health Service, 
Washington, D. C. 


Those of you who were at the Federa- 
tion meeting in Los Angeles last year 
may recall that Mr. Hollis discussed 
the then new Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act. At that time there were 
outlined some of the things proposed 
to be done in implementing this legis- 
lation. At this time attention will be 
given to some of the things, particu- 
larly some of the new activities, that 
are under way. 


New Activities 


The job of getting a new program 
such as this started certainly im- 
presses on one the many facets and 
complexities of a well-rounded water 
pollution control program. The va- 
riety of individual skills and activities 
which must be brought together these 
days amazes even those who are not 
entirely new to the field. 

During the past year, the major job 
has been getting the construction 
grants program under way as quickly 
as possible with a minimum of red tape 
—and there has been considerable 
pleasure from the favorable reports 


that have come to Washington. The 
Public Health Service realizes that a 
primary reason for whatever success 
there has been is the cooperative and 
efficient manner in which the states 
undertook this new activity. This 
might well serve as an example of how 
a joint undertaking of this nature can 
be made to work. 

The water pollution control organi- 
zation in the Public Health Service 
was rather depleted at the time Public 
Law 660 was passed in July 1956. 
As a result, rebuilding the staff has 
been a major effort during the past 
year. It is now hoped that it will be 
possible to begin carrying the fair 
share of the load, along with the states. 


Basic Water Quality Data 


Last year a proposal to begin a co- 
operative program of collecting and 
analyzing basic data on water quality 
was mentioned. Many of you know 
about this work. One of the initial 
aims is to establish some 50 sampling 
stations on interstate streams which 
will be integrated into what is hoped 





will t 
maint 
water 
only 

types 
tamin 
tivity 
favor: 
that s 
tentio 
basic 

progr 


Econc 


An 
This ¢ 
the b 
of it. 
of wa 
menta 
being 
detern 
local 
show 
Econo 
lie He 
with 
and 0 
of the: 
report 
able si 

The 
tracts 
Econo: 
Stanfc 
ment 
evalua 
able 1 
damag 
users | 
wish t 
benefit 
lie an 
trol of 


Confer 


Ther 
helpfu 
polluti 
ment | 
the leg 





AMEND FEDERAL WATER 


will be an expanding network to better 
maintain surveillance over the Nation’s 
waters. These data will include not 
only conventional analyses but newer 
types of chemical and radioactive con- 
taminants. The response to this ac- 
tivity has been almost universally 
favorable and it is gratifying to learn 
that several states are giving more at- 
tention to the collection and use of 
basic data as a guide in planning their 
programs. 


Economics 


Another field entered is economics. 
This activity is closely associated with 
the basic data work but not a part 
of it. The approach to the economics 
of water pollution is based on funda- 
mental economic theory. An effort is 
being made to develop procedures for 
determining the costs of pollution in 
local areas or regions in order to 
show what must be spent for control. 
Economists and engineers on the Pub- 
lie Health Service staff are working 
with universities, Federal agencies, 
and other groups in the development 
of these techniques. It is expected that 
reports on this subject will be avail- 
able soon. 

There are at present research con- 
tracts with the University of Chicago’s 
Economics Department, and Leland 
Stanford University for the develop- 
ment of methods for the economic 
evaluation of water pollution. Suit- 
able means of measuring pollution 
damages to both public and private 
users are being sought. It is also a 
wish to find ways of appraising dollar 
benefits that would accrue to both pub- 
lie and private realms from the con- 
trol of pollution. 


Conference Step in Enforcement 


There is now a device that is proving 
helpful in the solution of interstate 
pollution problems. The pre-enforce- 
ment conference step was added to 
the legislation as a result of recom- 
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mendations by states that had found 
it effective. Even in as complicated 
and difficult a situation as the Po- 
tomac River, it has been found that 
getting the official agencies around a 
conference table is most helpful. Un- 
derstandings have been reached and a 
timetable for correction agreed to in 
each of the conferences which has 
been held. 


Water Quality Conservation 


Another activity which is beginning 
is the water quality conservation 
project. Actually, this is a compre- 
hensive study of a water pollution 
problem having interstate, regional, or 
national significance. The Water Pol- 
lution Control Advisory Board re- 
cently told the Surgeon General that 
there should be more concentration on 
this type of activity. At present there 
is one such study in progress in the 
Arkansas and Red River basins of the 
Southwest. There are several hundred 
miles of main streams and tributaries 
in these river systems that are of very 
limited use because of both man-made 
and natural pollution, principally from 
salts. Significantly, this is in an area 
of the country where water is already 
limited and water shortages pose se- 
rious problems. 

This particular study is designed to 
determine the source of saline and 
other pollution ; how they can be elimi- 
nated or controlled, and how much it 
will cost. It is an engineering survey 
combined with an economic analysis 
rather than the usual type of stream 
survey. There has been enthusiastic 
support for this undertaking from the 
business and industrial community. 


Basic Research 


Basic research—always of high 
priority—is being expanded as rap- 
idly as resources permit. This re- 
search is concentrating on more effi- 
cient and, hopefully, cheaper methods 
of waste treatment and the charac- 
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teristics of certain new contaminants. 
In all, the research effort has been 
about doubled under P.L. 660, but it 
is still a very modest program. 


Public Health Service Views 


Other members of this panel have 
directed their discussions to construc- 
tion grants. It may be difficult to de- 
termine at this time just how such a 
program, or some modification of it, 
may affect the lagging construction of 
needed municipal waste treatment 
works. For the country as a whole, 
results look encouraging. A recent 
complicating factor is the municipal 
bond market, reported to be the most 
unfavorable in 20 years. 

However, in the long term, some way 
must be found to get the money to 
build the plants that will keep pol- 
lution out of the streams. Better 
methods of financing sewage treatment 
works, especially in metropolitan areas, 
need to be found. It has been pro- 
posed that Federal grants be contin- 
gent on communities in metropolitan 
areas getting together on sewage treat- 
ment construction. Would it not be 
more appropriate for the states them- 
selves to consider this? 

These are some of the things being 
done with the tools and funds that 
have been provided. Like the military, 
however, there may be a tendency to 
feel that there never is_ sufficient 
equipment to do the job. The construc- 
tion grants provision in the Act, which 
has received so much attention, is, as 
one state official put it ‘‘just one more 
tool to use in attacking this problem.’’ 
It may not be just the right one and 
certainly is not perfect; however, the 
fact that it exists without its being 
requested by anyone in the sanitary 
engineering profession, may be an in- 
dication that the people are a little 
ahead of the profession in what they 
want and what they are willing to 
spend. 
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Conservationist Influences 


Altogether, it seems that the under- 
standing and attitude of the general 
public is encouraging. The views of 
the conservationists, for example, are 
of particular interest—and there will 
be more from them and their friends, 
in the form of political action, in the 
years to come. It may very well be 
that the objectives they seek in water 
quality will be strikingly similar to 
those found necessary and economi- 
eally feasible for many other water 
uses. They have often expressed the 
opinion that those in the health and 
water pollution control field fail to 
look ahead and consider the broader 
interests in water use. They point out 
that the old saying, ‘‘You can’t have 
your job and fish too’’ is obsolete; 
it now may be possible to have both 
and the public is willing to pay for it. 
Although the conservationists’ position 
may sometimes seem advanced, history 
may find they were right on water 
pollution, as it has belatedly found 
them to have been on so many other 
great issues. 


Future Demands 


There are many and growing indi- 
cations that the people want the Na- 
tion’s waters protected. This empha- 
sizes the role of economics, which can 
no longer be ignored in water pollu- 
tion control. Preliminary exploration 
in the economic field indicates that 
there must be considerably more spent 
than at present to protect the waters 
from pollution, and that such ex- 
penditures can be justified economi- 
cally. 

Everyone is becoming increasingly 
aware that by 1975—in just 18 short 
years—there will be 60 million new 
Americans. Most of these people will 
live in suburbs that do not yet exist. 
Their needs will have a terrific impact 
on industry. Water pollution is not 
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the least of the great problems they 
will pose. Although these challenges 
look formidable, there will be consider- 
able resources with which to meet 
them. 

Perhaps the greatest strength in the 
national water pollution control pro- 
gram today is that it is not just a 
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the combined efforts of every jurisdic- 
tion of government, supported by large 
national organizations having state 
and local affiliates. 

With continued cooperation, im- 
proved communications, and a better 
understanding of what each is trying 
to do, there should be full prepared- 


single program. Instead, it represents ness for the job ahead. 


CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 


The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare reports an in- 
erease of about $130 million in contracts to be let during the next few 
months under three Federally-aided construction programs. One of 
these programs is the grants for municipal waste treatment plants. 

Contracts to be let this fiscal year for P. L. 660 construction grants 
will increase from the original estimate of $170 million to $215 million. 
The Federal share is $57 million. 

From the program’s inception to February 28, 1958, total applications 
numbered 1,818, of which grant offers have been made to 913, and the 
remaining 905 are pending. The total estimated project costs amount to 


$1,049 million, of which the total cost of grants requested is $164 million. 
Of the total 913 projects to which grants have been made, 80 have 
been completed, 395 are under construction, and 438 have been approved 


and are awaiting construction. 

The average population of applicant communities is 21,384. 

It is estimated that annual Federal appropriations of $50 million will 
stimulate $250 million of total sewage treatment works projects costs. 
The estimated on-site payroll for this construction is $75 million which 
will support approximately 13,000 man-years of labor. 
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THURSDAY, MAY 22, 1958 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMMITTEE ON PusLic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Rivers AND Harsors, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, at 10:15 a. m., 
in room 1302, New House Office Building, Hon. Paul G. Rogers, 
presiding. 

Mr. Rocers. The Subcommittee on Rivers and Harbers will come 
to order, please. 

I am sorry to be late starting this morning. Some of the members 
are on their way now, but we will get started since we have such a 
large number of witnesses to hear this morning. It would be helpful 
to the committee if you could summarize your testimony in as short 
a time as possible, and file your entire statement for the record. 
Wherever you can do that it would be helpful and appreciated. 


We will start out calling first Mr. Robert Paul of the Sports Fish- 
ing Institute. 


Is Mr. Paul here? 
The committee will be glad to hear your testimony, Mr. Paul. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. PAUL, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, SPORT 
FISHING INSTITUTE 


Mr. Paut. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to be here this morning. 
Tam happy I was able to carry over from yesterday. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the sube ‘committee, my name is 
Robert M. Paul. I am executive secretary of the Sport Fishing In- 
stitute, located in Washington, D. C. The Sport Fishing Institute is 
a private, nonprofit scientific and educational fish conservation agency 
staffed by professional conservationists. It draws its chief financial 
support from a broad representation of manufacturers and associa- 
tions of manufacturers in the outdoor recreational industries which 
depend directly or indirectly upon the sport fishery resource 

Our membership includes 170 manufacturers of fishing t tackle, out- 
board boats, motors, sporting goods, and chemical, metal, and paper 
“open ts that are used in some way by the 25 million or more Ameri- 

cans who look to sport fishing as their chief recreational outlet for in- 
creasing leisure time use. At growing number of conservation-minded 
individuals also contribute funds to our support. 

The institute is nationally recognized in fish conservation matters 
as the spokesman for a large part of the important sport fishing indus- 
try. The latter comprises a $2 billion segment of the né ational econ- 
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omy, created to serve demands by sport fishermen for needed goods 
and services. In addition, a large portion of the 25 million people 
who fish for sport look to the Sport Fishing Institute for national 
guidance in fish conservation matters. We serve as technical con- 
sulants to government conservation agencies for fisheries problems. 

Our sole objective is a simple one. “It is to improve sport fishing 
to the fullest extent possible through encouraging the rapid develop- 
ment and application of sound fish conservation practices. Or, as 
often phrased, our objective is “to shorten the time between bites” ‘for 
the average angler. With your permission and in the interest of time, 
I should like to submit for your information a brief statement giving 
further details about the Sport Fishing Institute. 

The Sport Fishing Institute appreciates the opportunity of sub- 
mitting this statement in support of H. R. 11714 and the similar bills 
which have been introduced to expand the scope of the grant program 
originally passed as part of the Water Pollution Control Act of 1956. 
The Sport Fishing Institute has consistently supported this act and 
has urged that all the funds authorized be appropriated each year. 
We believe that the authorizations should now be increased as proposed 
in H. R. 11714 and the similar bills. 

Other witnesses will undoubtedly testify to the effectiveness of the 
present program. We merely wish to state that our studies have also 
shown that the program is w ‘ell administered, and that there is a real 
need for the funds to be increased to $100 million per year as proposed 
in H. R. 11714. The other changes proposed by this bill will increase 
the maximum amount granted any one community to $500,000 and to 
allow communities to pool their funds for joint projects. These pro- 
visions are badly needed as well, if we are going to get ahead of our 
water pollution problems in the next 10 years. 

We want to particularly call the subcommittee’s attention to the 
following resolution which was passed by the Sport Fishing Institute 
board of directors on December 2, 1957. Most of our directors are 
manufacturers and we believe this resolution expresses the feeling of 
many other industrial groups as well. 

Whereas increasing pollution of our rivers, lakes, bays, and oceans poses a 
grave threat to conservation of vital water resources, and to the future of 
recreational fishing in the United States, as well as to the general health and 
well-being of Americans everywhere; 

Whereas the record of the past 2 years has clearly shown that the present 
Federal water pollution control program serves as an effective stimulant to the 
construction of proper sewage treatment facilities: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the Sport Fishing Institute, assembled 
in regular semiannual meeting at Miami Beach, Fla., December 2, 1957, urges 
the President of the United States, the governors of the 48 States, and the Con- 
gress to do everything possible to implement the provisions of Public Law 660 
of the 84th Congress, and especially to expedite to the fullest extent those 


features of Public Law 660 providing for Federal grants-in-aid for pollution re- 
search and to assist municipalities in the construction of sewage-treatment works. 


Speaking personally, I am from California, and yesterday I was 
quite impressed by the interest of the committee in some specific de- 
tails as to the success of this program in Florida, as it was expressed by 
Mr. Lee. I can also testify, in California the Federal grant-in-aid 
program has been a particular help to the small communities, partic- 
ularly in rural areas. These are usually the places where recreational 
and fisheries resources are most directly affected by water pollution. 
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The problem is complicated because the small, usually poor, permanent 
population is being forced in many cases to provide facilities to take 
care of a large summer population. 

I can safely say California’s experience has shown clearly that the 
formula used to determine priority of grants has been effective in put- 
ting the funds where the need is greatest. Our experience is much like 
Florida’s in that most of the communities now building sewage treat- 
ment works would not have gone ahead in the foreseeable future with- 
out the stimulus of the Federal funds over the past 2 years. 

I think it is interesting to note they are consistently using all of 
the money they have, but it is even more interesting to realize that 
at the time Public Law 660 was proposed the State of California 
went officially on record as being opposed to the legislation. But in 
the light of the experience of 2 years now the State has completely 
switched their position. They have seen the effectiveness of the 
program and are supporting it as avidly as they possibly can. 

For the record I might point out that this program has not slowed 
down the construction of sewage-treatment works in California even 
by the cities who are not receiving Federal grants. To give you a 
few figures, in 1952 there was $13.6 million worth of contracts 
awarded for sewage-treatment works. This figure stayed constant 
virtually until 1956. In 1953 it was $13 million; in 1954 it was $9.4 
million; in 1955 it was $10.9 million. But at the beginning of 1956 it 
jumped up to $21.8 million. This is a twofold increase over 1955, 
and in 1957 the total contract awards for sewage treatment works 
jumped up to $59 million. 

I think this is clear evidence that the program has not retarded in 
any way, shape, or form the progress of sewage treatment in Calli- 
fornia, particularly when the total grant offers under Public Law 
660 only amounted $4,105,000, or roughly only about one-fifteenth of 
the total contract awards for sewage treatment in California in 1957. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Paul. That is a very fine 
statement and we are delighted to know the results you are having in 
California as well as the views of the Sport Fishing Institute. Are 
there any questions? 

Mr. McFauu. Yes. Mr. Paul, what was your official position in 
California before you went to work for the Sport Fishing Institute ? 

Mr. Paut. I was water-projects coordinator for the State depart- 
ment of fish and game and, as such, in charge of pollution control for 
fish and game, particularly wastes as they affect fish and fishing and 
recreation, and industrial wastes. 

Mr. McFatxt. Would you have any comments concerning the spe- 
cial problems California has as they relate to water pollution in some 
of our industries and fish and game? 

Mr. Pau. Yes. California has some unique problems, Mr. Mc- 
Fall, as you well know. The big problem I think from the pollution 
standpoint as far as fisheries are concerned, is the seasonal impact of 
canneries and food processors, and waste generally. Regardless of 
what you may have heard, it does rain in California, but it is confined 
pretty much to the winter months. In the summertime the stream- 
flow is extremely low. Unfortunately the heavy impact of wastes 
from the food processors and canneries which are widespread in the 
Central Valley, in Mr. McFall’s district particularly, comes at a time 
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when the streamflow is at its lowest and there is no dilution avail- 
able. That poses a tremendous problem in the cities particularly 
to take care of the waste. 

The other big problem we are emphasizing the most in California 


is trying to prepare for the influx of new wastes we have had not: 


much to do with in the past, such as the pulp and paper industry. 
There is a great development there in the Scbtiner part of the State. 
It is virtually undeveloped now. The limiting factor in the industry 
is undoubtedly the amount of water available for processing the pulp 
and for elimination of wastes. 

As Mr. Lee said yesterday, we can sum it up in the fact that the 
population is growing at such a rate that domestic and industrial 
wastes will overwhelm us if we do not keep up with them through 
this program. 

Mr. McFatt. I want to thank you very much for your excellent 
statement and your figures on California. 

Mr. Pavt. For your information, you might be interested in the 
figures with regard to California where they received grants under 
Public Law 660, and the amounts. The record will bear out the fact 
that the money is going where it is needed. 

Mr. McF aux. With your permission I would like to have those en- 
tered in the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 


ABOUT THE Sport FISHING INSTITUTE 


The sport fishing institute was organized in 1949 by a group of farsighted 
fishing tackle manufacturers. The purpose was rather clearly stated by one 
of the founders when he said: ‘“We’ve milked the cow long enough. Now it’s 
time to feed her.” The institute was organized in an effort to help fishing and 
fishermen. It was set up as a fish conservation agency, not as an organization 
aimed at promoting the sale of tackle. The institute has complete freedom of 
action—an important asset. 

Well over 150 associations and manufacturers of fishing tackle, fishing ac- 
cessories, outboard motors, boats, trailers, sporting goods, and chemical, glass, 
cork, paper, and metal products, used directly or indirectly by anglers now 
contribute funds to the institute. Their contributions are the major source of 
income. However, a larger and growing number of other small businesses and 
individuals contribute token funds to the organization, as well. 

Our main objective is to help improve fishing. We believe that this can be 
accomplished best by progressive fish conservation. With the constant increase 
in demand, good fishing can’t betaken for granted any more—it must be created. 
Former fish conservation methods—more or less indiscriminate stocking with 
small fish and the enforcement of arbitrarily-made regulations—did not prevent 
a gradual decline in the catch. Modern fish-conservation methods improve fishing. 

In other fields, such as agriculture and medicine, our immense progress can 
be attributed mainly to fact-finding, education, and rising professional standards. 
In fish conservation, our current progress can be attributed to these same factors. 
For this reason, the institute concentrates its attention on these same three items. 

The institute gives a number of research grants and graduate fellowship to 
stimulate needed fishery research and to assist in the training of fishery stu- 
dents. Such funds have been given to Cornell University, Iowa State College, 
Long Beach State College, Maryland Department of Research and Education, 
University of Maine, University of Massachusetts, University of Michigan, Uni- 
versity of Minnesota, Montana State College, Northeast Missouri State Teachers 
College, Oklahoma Game and Fish Department, Southern Illinois University, 
Tulane University, and Utah State College. Other financial grants have been 
made to the Boy Scouts of America and to the Izaak Walton League of America. 

SFI receives a growing number of inquiries and serves as a clearinghouse 
for information about fish conservation. Answering the mail has become a 
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time-consuming job. We do not give advice on where to go fishing because this 
could lead to a feeling that we are prejudiced in favor of certain waters or 
certain areas. 

There is close collaboration with numerous State and Federal fishery and 
education organizations, sportsmen’s groups, private clubs, outdoor writers, and 
other groups. 

SFI recognizes that fish conservation education as well as research is one 
of the bottlenecks to progress. In this connection, Bulletin circulation, stabilized 
at nearly 13,000 for about 2 years, is being substantially increased to meet demand 
by and to establish direct contact with most organized sportsmen’s clubs through- 
out North America. The increase is being made possible by increased contribu- 
tions from outboard boat, motor, and trailer interests. 

This eight-page monthly publication goes chiefly to fish and game adminis- 
trators and commissioners, professional fish and game workers, conservation 
officers, outdoor writers, radio and TV sportscasters, officials of sportsmen’s 
organizations, United States Senators and Congressmen, and governors and 
lieutenant governors. 

Feature and special interest items in the Bulletin are widely reprinted in State 
fish and game or conservation magazines, in sportsmen’s newspapers and maga- 
zines, and in daily, weekly, and monthly consumer publications. In this way, 
the institute influences the thinking of millions of sportsmen. A number of 
feature articles were reprinted in over 40 known publications with a total cir- 
culation of several million copies. 

The institute publishes an annual review of fish conservation activities carried 
on by more than 65 States, Provinces, Federal agencies, and private organizations 
in North America. It is the only such summary available to lay conservation 
leaders, conservation administrators, and fishery workers alike. 

From time to time, special publications are prepared and made available at 
approximate cost. In the past over 200,000 copies, collectively, of the highly 
successful Fish Conservation Fundamentals, Land, Water, and Fishing, and 
Conservation Chart have been distributed on this basis. A list of price schedules 
is available upon request. 

The institute cooperates closely in the Boy Scouts conservation program. 
Special events fishing and fish conservation activities are furnished. A new 
merit badge book, Fishing, was prepared jointly... A conservation pledge was 
prepared. About 4% million copies were printed and distributed by the Boy 
Scouts. Funds are made available to help train Scout leaders in conservation 
principles. A conservation kit is being financed jointly in 1957 by SFI, the North 
American Wildlife Foundation, and the Wildlife Management Institute. It 
will go to nearly 80,000 Scout troops throughout the country. The institute’s 
unique conservation chart was adapted for use as the display piece in the kit. 

This isn’t a comprehensive report on the institute’s activities. We want merely 
to point out that the organization is growing, and that its sole interest is to help 
improve fishing (through better fish conservation). 


Mr. Dootry. I would like to commend the witness on his fine testi- 
mony and ask this question: There are millions of fishermen in the 
country and along the Atlantic seaboard they are among the worst 
offenders with regard to water pollution. They throw their beer 
cans in the water when they are through with them. When the tide 
is low you can tell the most popular beer in the East by looking at 
the harbors. 

I want to ask, Do you conduct an educational program on the part 
of the institute to educate them on the importance of pollution con- 
trol on their part? 

Mr. Pavuv. Very much so, Congressman Dooley. We are in fact 
working with an organization called Keep America Beautiful with 
which you may be familiar. 

Mr. Dootry. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Pau. They are a coordinating group for all sorts of litter 
problems in the country today and they are extending their activities 
very quickly from our highways to our waters. It is something we 
are working closely on. 
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Mr. Dootey. I am glad to hear that. For the benefit of our col- 
league, Mr. Scudder, I think you would enjoy hearing a word or two 
of Mr. Paul’s testimony in respect to the poogenen in California. He 
mentioned it was as progressive as in Florida. Relatively so, any- 
way, and the program has not acted as a deterrent but rather as an 
incentive to the building of plants. 

Mr. Scupper. Without having heard your testimony I know it has 
not been a deterrent. California previously had been keeping up with 
their sanitary conditions and were in very good shape when this 
law was first proposed. I do not know what your testimony might 
have been, but when this new law was proposed the health agencies 
in California were opposed to this program. 

Mr. Dootery. He said that. 

Mr. Scupper. Because we were getting along very well in taking 
care of pollution. 

Mr. Rogers. It might be interesting if you would like to hear those 
figures quickly. For Congressman Scudder’s benefit, since he is from 
California, would you give us the figures and the position of the State 
now on this legislation ? 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to hear your statement. 

Mr. Rogers. Just quickly. 

Mr. Scupper. I am familiar with the work that has been done. 

Mr. Pavt. I pointed out the contract awards for sewage-treatment 
works in California increased greatly since the program went into 
effect. In 1952 there was $13 million awarded annually for sewage- 
treatment works in California. It was quite constant until 1955. In 
1955 it ran $10.9 million a year. Then in 1956 it jumped up to $21.8 
million and in 1957 it jumped up to $59,million, which I think is a 
very significant increase and shows conclusively this program ‘has 
been a stimulant. Of that $59 million only $4 million was money 
received under Federal grants, and I think it shows clearly the cities 
who do not receive grants are going ahead just like the ones who are. 

Mr. Dootry. Will the gentleman yield? I think you mentioned, and 
it was rather important, that many communities were going along on 
their own without any subsidy or help whatsoever and they are not 
holding back, as was indicated by someone in this group, because of 
the possibility of getting Federal financial help. 

Mr. Scupper. I am very familiar with that. California, of course, 
is taking care of the sanitation problem. I primarily was opposed to 
this proposal of embarking further into the use of Federal money to 
support projects that were the problem of the community. This law 
that we are talking about now, up to 2 years ago was a law which was 
created to enforce sanitary conditions along navigable and interstate 
streams where communities upstream were polluting water in one 
State which flowed into or through another State, and where the people 
below could not control the problem. 

The reason why California was not for this program was that we 
have practically no interstate streams which would be affected by the 
law which was on the statute books at that time. That law was estab- 
lished to stop the polluting of streams and not to build sanitary 
facilities. 

This was something that was hatched up about 3 years ago. People 
are being doubly taxed—once by the Federal Government to put up 
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the 30 percent, and then taxed locally to put up 70 percent—it all 
comes out of the taxpayer’s pocket. o 

I realize these are the types of things that can be sold to communities 
and that is the reason why this program has been stepped up. They 
have said, “Here, you cannot afford not to do this, because the Federal 
Government is giving you 30 percent and you only have to put up 70 
percent to get this job done. 

Previous to the enactment of this law there was a proposal in the 
old law that the Federal Government could put up a certain amount 
of money for this type of work, but money was never appropriated. 
Congress did not appropriate any money. So there was a slowdown 
in sewage treatment, according to the testimony we received. There 
was a slowdown because of the fact that they thought at some time in 
the future if they did nothing the Federal Government would step in 
and assist in the program. I oppose this program on principle. 

I do not believe that the Federal Government should be involving 
itself in problems that are local in nature. We have heard from people 
who talk about States rights. States rights are fine if it is something 
they do not want to be interfered with, but if it is getting some money 
from Uncle Sam they forget all about States rights and are very 
willing to accept Federal money on these programs. 

Nobody can argue the point but what this law has stimulated the 
construction of these plants. Maybe it is worth while, but the prin- 
ciple that is involved here does not meet with my thinking. 

I know that many of the projects in California that have been 
constructed do not involve streams, and that was the intent of the law, 
to stop pollution of streams. 

I am very much in favor of cleaning up pollution. I am sorry I 
was not here to hear your entire statement. 1 had to attend a meeting 
of the Rules Committee. I do appreciate your statement. Are you 
trom California ¢ 

Mr. Pau. Yes, sir. I just moved in here a few months ago. 

Mr. Scupper. I think I have had as much to do with trying to im- 


prove the pollution condition and improve fishing conditions as any- 
one in the State. 


Mr. Pau. Yes, sir. I know that. 

Mr. Scupper. I am all out for eradication of pollution, but the 
principle is what I object to. I believe that we should force cities 
to clean up their garbage and eliminate pollution. 

Mr. McF aux. Will the gentleman yield for a question on that point ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. McFaux. I am well aware of the gentleman’s interest in this 
program in the past and his desire to work toward cleaning up pollu- 
tion in the State of California, but I would like to ask Mr. Paul this 
one question: You had something to do, Mr. Paul, with the fish and 
game commission in enforcing laws against pollution, did you not? 

Mr. Pau. That is right. 

Mr. McFauu. Has not California a pretty substantial water-pollu- 
tion control law in that there are certain strict requirements concern- 
ing water pollution ? 

Mr. Pau... Yes. I think that the California law is quite stringent. 
The department of fish and game had a specific law to enforce for 
perhaps 35 years. One of the problems there is that the thing we 
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are interested in is prevention and not trying to cure it after it hap- 
pens. The law enforcement is basically punitive action after some- 
thing happens. 

Mr. McFaux. What are the problems you have in forcing the cities 
to do things that will clean up the pollution problem ¢ 

Mr. Paut. No. Enforcement is not the answer because no one can 
force people to pass on an issue unless they are in favor of cleanin 
it up themselves. The basic problem is one of public education xd 
trying to offer as much assistance as possible. The one big stimulus 
in California, I think, was probably the old chapter 20 money, which 
were funds collected during the war, and which were not spent and 
put back in a public works program for grants to cities. We were 
fortunate that the members of the legislature saw fit to put a proviso 
in that the people could not use this money unless they had a sewage- 
treatment system, and it was a great stimulus. 

The population overran us, though, very quickly, and until you 
come in and help people help themselves they will not pass on an issue 
to build sewage treatment plants. 

The enforcement program is essentially a negative program after 
the fact. 

Mr. McFatu. Thank you, Mr. Paul. 

Mr. Rogers. We will have to move along. 

Mr. Scupper. I want to say I do appreciate the fine work that the 
sanitary department, w orking with the fish and game commission and 
the conservation people have done in California. It is a fine job. 
They could have done it by themselves. But, of course, this is a 
stimulus. There is not getting away from it. 

However, I am still of the same opinion that a State should take 
care of its own problems. The program was held up too long during 
the period of time when there was the thought that they might get 
some Federal money. 

There is just one other thing I want to say. I received a letter 
yesterday, and it is something that is right along this line, regarding 
the economy of our country. I have been receiving letters from 
automobile dealers that we ‘should cut the 10 percent and _ take off 
the excise tax. I have a letter from a friend of mine now living in 
Colorado. He said, “I need an automobile, and I would like to find 
out from you whether no not they are going to take off the tax on 
automobiles. I do not want to buy an automobile now if I can save 
two or three hundred dollars between now and July 1.” 

It is my opinion that much of the propaganda going about is harm- 
ful, and by saying we are going to take off the excise tax on automobiles 
has hurt the sale of automobiles to the extent where we have a de- 
pressed market in automobile sales in our country. I believe the 
slowdown in sanitary improvements was the result of expectation 
of Federal aid. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Byrne. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Paul, have you given any thought or consideration 
to the proposal of the President of the United States relative to the 
fact that these problems be kind of given back to the States and that 
some 4 percent of the 10-percent tax on telephones be allocated to 
the States. 
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Mr. Pauw. Yes, sir. We have looked at it. Frankly, we have not 
studied the bill which has been introduced, carefully. I think our 
position now is we certainly are opposed to the repealing of this pro- 
gram unless there is much more or many more safeguards put into 
the bill that would insure that the States would pick up this program 
and carry it at the same level or higher levels. So far I have not 
been convinced these safeguards have been applied although I am 
frankly not completely familiar with all of the new legislation which 
may have been proposed. 

Mr. Byrne. If 40 percent of the telephone tax went back to the 
States, I assume that would be a sizable amount to help the States, 
would it not? 

Mr. Paut. I think the question you might ask is whether or not the 
States would use it for a water pollution control program. 

Mr. Byrne. If it were specifically earmarked for that purpose it 
could not be used for any other purpose, could it? 

Mr. Pau. I assume Congress could specifically earmark it in any 
way they wished. 

Mr. Byrne. You know, I was interested in that part of your state- 
ment which says your objective is to shorten the time between bites. 
Do you remember that part? 

Mr. Pav. Yes. 

Mr. Byrne. This law has been in effect since July 9, 1957. Now 
it is proposed that the increased bite be from $250 million to $500 
million. Do you understand my language ? 

Mr. Paut. No, sir, I do not. 

Mr. Byrne. I am quoting your language. Of course I know what 
a bite of a fish is and I know what a bite of a mosquito or some other 
insect is, but when you put the bite on the Government, do you know 
what I mean by that ? 

Mr. Paut. I see. 

Mr. Byrne. You know, when you get a grant of some money—that 
folding stuff? 

Mr. Paut. You used the figure of $500 million which I was not 
familiar with. 

Mr. Byrne. You are correct. In other words, it is proposed that 
individual grants be increased from $250,000 to $500,000. 

Mr. Pauw. That is right. 

Mr. Byrne. But the particular bill provided some $250 million to 
cover all of the localities, did it not ? 

Mr. Pavt. I am not familiar with that provision. I am sorry. 

Mr. Byrne. The bill under consideration here would double the 
amount we have presently in the law. 

Mr. Paut. Yes, from $50 million to $100 million authorization. 

Mr. Byrne. And when you double the amount you increase the bite, 
do you not? 

Mr. Paut. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. That is all. He finally got my point. I guess it was 
because of the way I put it. 

Mr. Rocers. Since we have so many witnesses I am going to ask the 
members just to ask questions instead of arguing about philosophy. I 
know some of that is coming in, but let us keep the questions per- 
tinent. Thank you, Mr. Paul. Our next witness is Mr. Nicholas Olds, 
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assistant attorney general of the State of Michigan. Mr. Olds, if you 
can I would like to have you swamarize your statement and file your 
formal statement for the record, please. 


STATEMENT OF NICHOLAS OLDS, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Ops. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement. 

Mr. Rogers. All right, sir. We will be glad to hear you. 

Mr. Oxps. But I do have material here I am going to refer to and 
which I will offer for the record. I am fairly familiar with this pol- 
lution bill because we participated here very actively in the drafting 
of the present legislation. I thought I might start off here with 
calling this committee’s attention to a letter which has been addressed 
to Hon. John A. Blatnik, chairman of this subcommittee, dated May 
13, 1958, from Milton P. Adams, executive secretary of the water re- 
sources commission of our State. Attached to this letter is an esti- 
mate of sewage treatment plant construction requirements from July 
1, 1958, to June 30, 1959, and other information on that subject. 

Mr. Rogers. For the State of Michigan ? 

Mr. Otps. Yes; for the State of Michigan only. 

Mr. Rogers. All right. 

Mr. Oxps. I would like to offer this letter as part of the record, 
together with the attachments. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection it is so ordered. I am informed 
that this is already in the record, however, Mr. Olds, so your copy will 
just be filed with the committee. 

Could you tell us the position of your State on this legislation, 
Mr. Olds? 

Mr. Ops. We are heartily in favor of this legislation. 

Mr. Rogers. You support the legislation 4 

Mr. Otps. We support it, and the letter points out that at the time 
this program was up for consideration Mr. Adams, who appeared 
here for the water resources commission, was not in favor of it at 
that time. We were split actually. I was down here representing 
the attorney general and I was in favor of the program, but he was 
not in favor of it, principally on the basis that the authorization of 
Federal grants without appropriation acted as a retarder. 

Of course, that has been remedied and the program has worked 
excellently in Michigan. Mr. Adams told me yesterday from the 
information contained in his reports every dollar of Federal money 
in this program is working in Michigan. Every dollar that is allo- 
cated is working on this program. 

I have here a statement which was made by Gov. G. Mennen Wil- 
liams of our State to the Banking and Currency Committee on April 
22, and although he speaks generally of public works I would just like 
to refer to one paragraph of that statement that might affect this 
present bill. It says this: 

Turning to my first recommendation I would urge Congress take every single 
step available to it to create new jobs. In the main this congressional action 
would take the form of public works. I am aware that one of the questions 
that has been raised is how quickly these jobs could be created under an ex- 
panded Federal public works program. I could give you solemn evidence from 
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Michigan each and every one of the programs you are considering to expand 
public works will be utilized fully and for the most part immediately in my 
State. 

Consequently, it is the feeling that this program that is under con- 
sideration will help to some extent in reducing unemployment in 
Michigan, which is a very serious problem at this time. 

I would like to offer ae for the record a document from the Michi- 
gan Water Resources Commission compiled by them and headed, 
“Two-Year Summary of Projects Initiated Under Federal Sewage 
Works Construction Grant Program, Public Law 660, 84th Congress,” 
dated May 23, 1958. This shows exactly how this money has been 
utilized. 

I think it would be good for the record to show that. 

Mr. Rogers. It may be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


MICHIGAN WATER ReEsouRCES COMMISSION—TWO-YEAR SUMMARY OF PROJECTS 
INITIATED UNDER FEDERAL SEWAGE WorRKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT PROGRAM, 
Pusiic Law 660, 84TH CONGRESS 


Fiscal 1957 Fiscal 1958 Total 


Michigan’s grant allotment. $1, 389, 675 $1, 386, 275 $2, 775, 950 
DE OE SI nk nadcdinunsansbcasstsndancusmumess 13 17 
Number grant recipients receiving 30-percent grants. ---.~__- 12 15 
Number grant recipients receiving less than 30- — grants... 1 2 
New plants being constructed 12 il 
REGIS GE CII 6. oncncccteenasioesecédddeeedakedha< 1 5 
Connection to existing systems................................ 0 1 1 
1950 population of grant recipients..............- os cdieelinamiio 215, 234 199, 391 414, 625 
Design population of projects. ..............- ; 308, 100 234, 680 542, 780 
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Mr. Rogers. Are there any other exhibits you would like to place in 
the record ? 

Mr. Otps. We have here our analysis of this proposal of the joint 
Federal-State action committee’s report on the telephone tax, that is, 
the excise tax being returned to the States. This analysis was made 
by a committee appointed by the Governor, consisting of Mr. Lynn M. 
Bartlett, superintendent of public instruction, Mr. Ralph M. Shee- 
han, director of the civil defense office, and Mr. Milton P. Adams, 
executive secretary, water resources commission. 

The conclusion of this analysis is that this proposal will be of little 
help to our State and to the States generally in these programs. It 
will not do what it pretends to do. 

I would like to have this made a part of the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection the document referred to will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


APRIL 21, 1958. 
Gov. G. MENNEN WILLIAMS, 
Executive Office, State Capitol, Lansing, Mich. 

Dear GOVERNOR WILLIAMS: At Miami, Fla., next month the governors’ con- 
ference is expected to take action on the joint Federal-State action committee’s 
report to the President and to the chairman of the governors’ conference (Prog- 
ress Rept. No. 1, December 1957). 

Certain activities for which our separate departments are responsible are 
involved in the joint action committee’s recommendations. 

We are convinced, following our review of the subject matter, that this report 
does not deserve your support nor that of the governors’ conference. Our rea- 
sons are set forth in the attached joint memorandum and attached references. 

Very truly yours, 
Lynn M. BARTLETT, 
Superintendent of public instruction. 
Ratpn M. SHEEHAN, 
Director, Civil Defense Office. 
MILTon P. ADAMS, 
Evrecutive Secretary, Water Resources Commission. 


JOINT MEMORANDUM 


To: Gov. G. Mennen Williams 
From: 

Lynn M. Bartlett, superintendent of public instruction 

Ralph M. Sheehan, director, civil defense office 

Milton P. Adams, executive secretary, water resources commission 
Subject : Joint Federal State action committee recommendations. 
Date: April 21, 1958 

REFERENCES CITED 


1. Progress Report No. 1 of the joint Federal-State action committee to the 
President of the United States and to the chairman of the governors’ confer- 
ence (December 1957). 

2. Record of the February 18, 1958 hearing before a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Government Operations of the House of Representatives. 


GENERAL 


The recommendations grow out of a request by President Eisenhower made 
at the governors’ conference in Williamsburg, Va., last June. The request called 
for creation of a joint Federal-State action committee, charged with the three 
responsibilities set forth on page 1 of Progress Report No. 1 (Joint Federal-State 
action committee). 

Briefly, the proposal recommends to Congress that action be taken to modify 
or relinquish Federal control or support of five activities in which the Federal 
Government and State interests are now involved. It is also recommended 
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that the Federal Government forego the collection of 40 percent of the currently 
collected 10 percent excise tax on local telephone service. This amounts pres- 
ently to an estimated $150 million per year of Federal revenue. 

As for the States, the proposal recommends that all legislatures enact legis- 
lation to assume control as well as fiscal support of the functions transferred. 
For Michigan the following immediate changes are involved : 

1. Vocational education (older programs, practical nurse training, fishery 
trades, and industry programs). 

2. Civil defense (as qualified, see pps. 7-9, Progress Rept. No. 1). 

3. Municipal sewage treatment (construction) grants. 

Other activities—subsequent financial responsibilities 

4. Atomic energy (House bill 303, 1958 session, would substantially meet the 
action committee’s recommendation). 

5. Urban renewal (new State activity recommended ). 

In order to provide the State funds to support the transferred functions, the 
report recommends that State legislatures enact a State excise tax on local 
phone service up to 40 percent of the amount currently levied and collected by 
the Federal Government. The report assumes that current State programs now 
dependent on Federal funds, are not to be impaired as the result of the transfer 
of authority and fiscal support of the function. 

The prospective source of funds for Michigan to be surrendered by Congress, 
is $6,800,000 per year (see pps. 11, 46, and 47 of Progress Rept. No. 1). 


COMMENTS 


1. It is hardly conceivable that the telephone companies will consent to the 
proposed split up of the source of excise tax, multiplying by at least 48 times 
the amount of bookkeeping which they now perform and also be responsible 
for distribution and payment of Federal and State excises collected. Further- 
more, the phone companies may be expected to demand that this tax be repealed 
outright. It was originally adopted as a temporary World War II measure. 

2. There is no assurance whatever that, should $6,800,000 a year or there- 
abouts become a new source of revenue to our general fund, the current State 
programs now dependent on Federal grants would receive subsequently through 
State appropriation, the equivalent amount of money now received through 
Federal channels. The legislature will be under no obligation to appropriate 
the equivalent of current Federal allotments for municipal disposal grants, for 
certain phases of vocational education, or to meet the committee’s recommenda- 
tions to set aside $2,500,000 annually toward meeting the cost of natural disaster 
relief for damage to public facilities. 

3. Being a tax on the user it is the opinion of Edward W. Kane, secretary 
of the State tax commission, that the legislature could appropriate, as it sees 
fit, this prospective new source of revenue for the State. He suggests that a 
more practical and less expensive method of attaining Joint Federal-State Action 
Committee objectives might be to have the Federal Government continue to 
collect the 10 percent tax on local phone service and remit to the State, with 
qualifying legislation enacted, 40 percent of the tax collected within their re- 
spective jurisdiction. This would also give greater assurance that the objectives 
of the report will be carried out. 

4. From table 3, page 26 of the House subcommittee’s report, Michigan’s 1956 
per capita income and 1958 yield from a 4 percent tax on local phone service, 
places our State within the top 10. Current Federal allotments to be trans- 
ferred to become new State liabilities are given as $2,712,000 as follows: 
Vocational education: 

Older programs-- e ; $1, 182, 000 
Practical nursing and 140, 000 
1, 390, 000 


A it ack halldins ; 2, 712, 000 


In addition, reference to pages 7, 8, and 9 of Progress Report No. 1 makes 
it clear that out of the 4 percent tax on phone service, Michigan is to set aside 
not less than $2,500,000 annually before seeking Federal aid to cover natural 
disaster relief for damage to public facilities. 

The two other items of current Federal responsibility intended for the States, 
earry no price tags as yet—atomic energy controls and urban renewal. The 
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latter item, in the Detroit area particularly, could well absorb more than the 
entire proceeds of the 4 percent phone tax if urban renewal becomes a State 
responsibility (see p. 10 and pps. 43-45, Progress Rept No. 1). 

5. The proposed transfer of municipal grants for sewage treatment to the 
States relieves the Public Health Service of its federally supported duties in 
this connection. The State water pollution control agency wouid have to as- 
sume these duties with no supporting funds being provided for that purpose. 
These include: 

(a) Determination of who qualifies for the grant and how much. (Priority 
is now determined by rule 10 of Water Resources Commission Procedures. Cer- 
tification is made to the Public Health Service on the basis of priority established 
under application of rule 10. Under the new setup, legislators would expect 
to have a hand in determining who would receive the construction grants which 
they appropriate irrespective of relative need). 

(6) Examine and approve bidding procedures, bids, and contract documents. 

(c) See that the project is constructed in accordance with the plans. 

(d@) Make estimates and authorize payment of proportion of grant earned 
as the work proceeds. 

(e) Maintain financial accounts for each project and perform audits of appli- 
cants’ accounts of project expenditures. 

(f) Follow up with the bonding company in the event of contractor’s default. 

(g) Other responsibilities related to supervision of construction and initial 
operation. 

6. The proposal to discontinue Federal funds for vocational education assumes 
that equivalent funds will be made available by the State legislatures so that 
programs may be continued without interruption. It probably also assumes that 
the amounts of the telephone tax to be made available to the States will be 
equivalent to those now received in Federal funds for this purpose. Both of 
these assumptions are fallacious. 

If Federal funds for vocational education were to be discontinued and the 
legislature took appropriate action to obtain the telephone tax funds for use 
within the State, there is little, if any, likelihood that under present financial 
circumstances any of this money would be appropriated to vocational education. 
There would appear to be too many urgent demands for funds so that interested 
groups would influence the disposal of additional amounts of money to other 
purposes. 

The most serious weakness in the proposal is the effect on the economically 
less-fortunate States. Although Michigan, New York, and a few of the States 
would receive more money, a large proportion of the States would receive less. 
It would mean that in those States they would have no financial means of re- 
placing the lost Federal vocational funds. Indirectly, Michigan would suffer 
from such a circumstance. A substantial proportion of Michigan’s workers come 
from States that have inadequate educational opportunities. As a result, a 
substantial proportion of Michigan’s unskilled workers and prison population 
become a burden to Michigan because the other States lack resources to provide 
an adequate education. If the proposal of the Joint Federal-State Action Com- 
mittee were recommended by the governors and adopted by Congress, it would 
only accentuate this unfortunate situation. 


Mr. Rogers. Concerning this proposal you just talked about, al- 
though I do not think it is really pertinent to this discussion, but 
since you raised it is there any limitation you have in your constitu- 
tion ? 

Mr. Oxps. There is that problem also, and it has not been resolved. 
There is a provision in the constitution that might militate against 
our levying such a tax. That has not been officially resolved one way 
or another but it is being considered. 

Mr. Rogers. Is there any limitation that a tax on public utilities 
goes to education in this field ? 

Mr. Oxps. That is right. 

Mr. Rocers. Actually I do not think it is pertinent to this discus- 
sion since it is not included in this bill, so we will move on. Are there 
any questions now from Mr. Olds? 
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Mr. Ops. There is one other thing I would like to put in the record. 
I have here in my hand a publication issued by the statewide sports- 
man’s organization in Michigan known as the Michigan United Con- 
servation Clubs composed of over 60,000 members and 300 clubs. The 
publication is called Michigan Out-of-Doors. In this issue of May 
1958 there is an excellent editorial on a discussion of our water re- 
sources entitled “What About Our Water Resources.” 

There is some very pertinent language in that editorial which I 
think will be very helpful. 

Mr. Rocers. Is it in favor of this legislation ? 

Mr. Orns. It does not relate to the. legislation specifically. 

Mr. Rogers. But it relates to the overall problem ? 

Mr. Oxps. But it does discuss the importance of our water resources. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection the editorial referred to will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


[From Michigan Out-of-Doors, May 1958] 
Wuat Asout OuR WATER RESOURCES? 


We hear so much of our “water wonderland,’ the State of Michigan, and 
this is as it should be. Michigan is blessed with many beautiful lakes and 
streams and is the envy of many States less fortunate. 

In addition we are surrounded by the Great Lakes, with four of them touch- 
ing our shoreline. This adds to the beauty of the State in which welive. Truly 
itis a “water wonderland.” 

But like all good things, possession brings about responsibility. Michigan 
must share with other States in seeing that this blessing is properly managed. 

Today water is the concern of all who can see over the horizon, when it may 
not be as plentiful as it is now. Population trends show that the area is grow- 
ing and with this growth problems develop rapidly. Communities in 45 of 
our 48 States feel the water pinch at one time or another. One of every four 
Americans felt the water shortage in some manner in 1957. 

Is it not time then to wonder about our “water wonderland’? For as surely 
as tomorrow comes, others will be looking our way if a desperate situation 
arises. 

Even now cities of central Michigan are piping water from the lakes to meet 
the need. With increased industry, we can expect more of this in the future. 
An estimated population increase of 20 percent for northeastern United States 
by 1970 means an increase of 20 percent in water consumption. 

The Nation is now spending $136 million to deepen the channels of the Great 
Lakes for seaway traffic in the near future. What are we to gain by this deep- 
ening, if it is drained off, even in inches? 

An added inch of depth in these channels means an additional 1,500,000 tons 
of cargo for the fleet in 1 year. It doesn’t make much difference if this inch 
comes from the bottom, or is added to the top. It means revenue for the area 
through savings in freight. 

Stop and consider the fact that the water around you is rushing toward the 
sea, down through the St. Lawrence River at the rate of 40 gallons every hour 
for every person in the United States. 

In addition to this, other millions of gallons are draining down through 
Chicago, to carry sewage away, with no sign of ever getting back into the 
lakes. 

Wise conservationists have become concerned about the problem now. And 
it is coming none too soon. Experience in other years has shown that human 
nature is such that we do not want changes. We are happy with things just 
as they are and rebel at any attempt to curtail our pleasure until it is absolutely 
necessary. You have seen this so many times in our early history, and in recent 
history in Michigan. 

But you cannot toy with such a vital thing as water. You cannot wait until 
it is gone to legislate it back up to the proper level. Already there is quibbling 
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about who should say at what level the water should be maintained—the State 
or the private property owner. 

Experience has proven that individuals will be divided on this as perhaps 
they were on the deer question, or the bounty system. It cannot be left up to 
individuals with no basic knowledge as to how full or empty his stream should 
be. Most assuredly any decision on this would be based on an individual’s need, 
rather than on the need of his neighbor 50 miles down the river. 

Riparian use of water has worked fine up to now, and will perhaps for years 
to come. But now is the time to establish levels and flows, while there is plenty 
of water. Now is the time to determine who is to control water use when the 
situation becomes serious, as it has in many of the States. 

If it is left up to individuals to determine the wise use of this resource, selfish 
motives might be a factor in forcing our precious water down a bottomless 
drain. , 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to ask a question. I do not like to pass 
over the prospect of the telephone tax being returned to the States 
because to me it is the crux of this legislation. I know Michigan 
is a progressive State and that their legislature would allocate the 
money to the proper fund, but would legislate in accordance with the 
intent and the purpose of the transfer of this tax. 

Do you have any figure, or have you heard what that tax would 
raise for the State of Michigan ? 

Mr. Oxps. It is in the analysis. I do not have it in mind. 

Mr. Scupper. Would it amount to as much as you are getting 
presently ? 

Mr. Otps. My recollection is we would not get an equal amount in 
total. 

Mr. Scupper. You would not get as much as you are getting now? 

Mr. Oxps. No. Not the total. Because, you see, we have to put 
this 4 percent to more uses than just sewage disposal. They are tak- 
ing away money from us for various programs. Then they say, 
“Here, we will give you this 4 percent to cover all of those programs.” 
Now what is going to happen, or which ones will the legislature pick 
to cover, if it were to enact a law, is problematical. 

Mr. Dootey. Mr. Chairman, bearing in mind we are pressed for 
time I want to ask the witness one specific and mundane question. 
Our State is contemplating a law. In Michigan, which has many 
lakes, do you have a law preventing the use of heads or lavatories on 
boats on the lakes? 

Mr. Otps. Not specifically, sir, excepting that, of course, the nealth 
department has control over all sewage; and as regards disc’ +ce of 
sewage, both the water resources commission and the health depart- 
ment have jurisdiction over that, and we control that through their 
authority. No boat, for instance, can tie up at a dock and start 
throwing its sewage out in the water, because the health department 
will get after them. 

Mr. Dootry. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Thank you very much, Mr. Olds. We appreciate your 
testimony and your coming down to give us the benefit of it. 

Mr. Rocers. The next witness I will call is Mr. Whitfield, who has 
to catch an airplane out very shortly. 

Mr. Whitfield is from the North Carolina State Stream Sanitation 
Committee. 
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STATEMENT OF J. V. WHITFIELD, CHAIRMAN OF THE NORTH 
CAROLINA STATE STREAM SANITATION COMMITTEE 


Mr. Wuirrretp. Mr. Chairman, my statement is very brief. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Wurrriecp. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on 
Public Works, I am J. V. Whitfield, chairman of the North Carolina 
State Stream Sanitation Committee. 

The committee, Mr. Chairman, is a permanent agency of the State, 
created within the State board of health by the North Carolina Gen- 
eral Assembly in 1951, and is charged with the responsibility of de- 
veloping and maintaining an adequate and effective water pollution 
control program for the State. It is, therefore, the agency of the 
State that 1s directly concerned with stream sanitation and the ef- 
fects of the proposed legislation upon our pollution-abatement pro- 
gram. 

The purpose of my appearance before this committee is to set forth 
the views of our agency with respect to the proposed amendments to 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act as contained in Congress- 
man Blatnik’s bill, H. R. 11714. The State stream sanitation commit- 
tee as well as the municipalities in North Carolina are extremely in- 
terested in the Federal grant program for municipal sewage treat- 
ment works and wish to assure you of our interest in its expansion as 
proposed in Congressman Blatnik’s bill. 

Our experience in North Carolina with the water pollution control 
program has convinced us of the necessity of continuing the grant 
program as authorized by Public Law 660, as well as the Geaieability 
of increasing funds authorized for such grants. We have found the 
grant program to be quite effective in accelerating sewage treatment 
works construction by our municipalities and in many instances such 
projects could not have been undertaken if the financial assistance pro- 
vided under this program had not been available. Each year since 
these funds have been available our office has received applications 
requesting grants totaling far more than the funds allocated for use 
in North Carolina. Thus far, 25 municipalities in our State have 
received grants amounting to $2, 543,100 for the construction of sewage 
treatment works having a total cost exe eeding $12 million, while an 
wdditional 31 applications have been filed by municipalities request- 
ing $5,560,000 for the construction of projects costing in excess of 
$20 million. Obviously, all of these applications cannot be given 
priority for grants during fiscal year 1958-59, since North Carolina’s 
allocation from funds presently authorized by Public Law ake af 

appropriated by Congress, will amount to only approximately $1,2 
OOO. It is, therefore, evident that most of these applications will g go 
wanting for funds and it is equally obvious that the majority of the 
applicants will not undertake these very needed and worthwhile proj- 
ects until they are in line to receive Federal grants. 

Gentlemen, this is a very undesirable situation since all of these 
projects are essential to the protection of our water resources and 
should be expedited rather than being delayed, while the applicants 
wait for Federal funds to become available for assisting in financing 
such projects. Many of the municipalities which have filed applica- 
tions are financially unable to proceed with the required palfation 
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abatement works without assistance; therefore, we strongly urge that 
your committee give a favorable report on this bill, the i providing 
important leadership in the field of water resource vatetiin. 

In conclusion, may I add this comment: There are no Federal or 
State programs now being undertaken of more public importance 
than those dealing with the preservation and protection of our water 
resources. 

North Carolina has an effective program of stream pollution con- 
trol well under way and we intend to expedite and strengthen it in 
every way possible. The Federal grant program provided under 
Public Law 660 has been of immeasurable benefit in the development 
and execution of many essential sewage treatment works; however, a 
vastly greater benefit may be achiev ed through this program by pro- 
viding additional funds to support the many projects for which appli- 

vations have been filed and are now pending. Other States have like- 

wise benefited and have experienced similar response on the part of 
municipalities. We sincerely believe, therefore, that the type of as- 
sistance which the proposed legislation will provide is vital to the in- 
dividual States as well as to the Nation as a whole. 

May I refer to the telephone tax. If North Carolina would ac- 
cept that—and they would have to change their constitution to do so— 
we would still be short-changed $600,000 on what we are getting now. 
It would be inequitable to do that. In regard to our problem we 
have clarified all of the major river basins ‘of North C arolina since 
we started in 1952, but naturally the municipalities vary in their 
ability to do the job. 

We have a yardstick which was drawn up by the league of munici- 
palities, a local government commission under which we work, and 
when this fund comes in we apply that yardstick to the municipali- 
ties applying. We need the funds. We are lacking the funds there 
for about half of the applications that do apply. We are very much 
in favor of this legislation and know of nothing more important than 
clean, pure water. 

I do not care how much water you have, if it is not usable it is 
valueless. You must remember at the beginning of the century it 
took 41 billion gallons of water a day for this Nation to get along. 
In 1955 it took 150 billion gallons of water a day and last year it took 
270 billion gallons of water a day for this Nation. It is estimated by 
1980 we will need 600 billion gallons of water a day. 

Where is it coming from? We have to use the water we do have 
and find more water and use it over and over again, and the only way 
to do it is by being meticulous and efficient and keeping it clean. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, Mr. Whitfield, for the very fine 
and concise statement giving us the position of your State of North 
Carolina. Are there any pertinent questions ? 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Byrne. 

Mr. Byrne. I hope all mine are pertinent. May I inquire how 
many telephones there are in North Carolina, if you know ? 

Mr. Wuirrtevp. I do not know. I cannot answer that, but our share 
of this income would be comparatively small. I said this change that 
the administration recommended is very fine, and some States may 
gain by it, but if we would accept that in North Carolina, or if it 
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were applied there, we would lose $600,000 of Federal money which 
we are getting now. 

Mr. Byrne. The conclusion you arrive at is based on the number 
of telephones in North Carolina, or receipts from telephone bills? 
Do you know ? 

Mr. Wuirtrre.p. Whatever the law states. In other words, our 
share of the telephone tax as proposed would not do the job for us 
at all. 

Mr. Byrne. Do you know what telephone tax is collected in North 
Carolina? 

Mr. Wurrtrterp. I do not have those figures with me. 

Mr. Byrne. That is all. 

Mr. Wuirrtevp. I would be very happy to mail that to the commit- 
tee tomorrow from Raleigh if they would like to have that informa- 
tion. 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to have it because I am very much inter- 
ested. The purpose of this bill is to increase the amount of the Fed- 
eral appropriation. 

Mr. Wuirrrevp. That is right. Also the original proposal for this 
legislation was $100 million. I think the idea of the bill is to get what 
the original request was for. 

Mr. Scupper. Of course, I am a great States righter and I like to 
see States live within their own rights and handle their own affairs. 

Mr. Wuirrretp. The State of North Carolina gives more than $1 
billion of tax on cigarettes. We are contributing quite a bit to the 
Federal Government. If we are going to take the tax away federally 
from the State we have to get a little bit back proportoinately. 

Mr. Fatton. You say the State of North Carolina gives how much ? 

Mr. Wurrrtetp. Around $1 billion ? 

Mr. Fatiton. Who pays the tax? 

Mr. Wurrrtetp. The American people. Whoever smokes a ciga- 
rette. 

Mr. Fation. That reminds me of the time when we had the bill 
here to increase the tax on alcoholic beverages and several Members 
protested. One of the Members reminded the other that he did not 
pay the tax but the people who bought the drink paid the tax. 

Mr. Wuirrtevp. That is right. The American people, whoever 
smokes, pay the tax. And since I am a tobacco farmer I do not want 
you to stop smoking either. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Whitfield. 

Mr. Wurrrte.p. I will be glad to mail the information to the Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Rogers. Actually, we have some information on that here. 

I next call Mayor Russell P. Smith of Cambridge, Md., represent- 
ing the American Municipal Association. 

It is good to see you, Mayor, and we are glad to have you with us. 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL P. SMITH, MAYOR OF CAMBRIDGE, MD., 
APPEARING ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSO- 
CIATION 


Mayor Smirn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[ am, as you know, an elected official, Mr. Chairman, and therefore, 
like a lot of other elected officials, I am quite long-winded too. As 





202 AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


a result I would like to stick, if possible, to my prepared statement, a 
copy of which has been presented to each one of the members of your 
committee. 

Mr. Rogers. Would it be possible for you to summarize this for us? 

Mayor Sairu. I will try to, if I can. 

Mr. Rogers. If you could, I think it would be helpful. 

Mayor Smirn. As you know, I am Russell P. Smith, Jr., mayor 
of Cambridge, Md., and I am here representing the American Mu- 
nicipal Association as well as the Maryland Municipal League and 
my own city of Cambridge. 

The American Municipal Association through its affiliated leagues 
of municipalities and the direct membership of cities in 48 States, 
Alaska, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, represents nearly 
13,000 cities, towns and villages of all sizes. The association formu- 
lates and executes the national municipal policy which suggests broad 
areas of responsibility for municipal, State, and Federal authorities 
on matters affecting municipal governments. 

With reference to the water resources of the Nation, the association’s 
national municipal policy statement of 1958 reads as follows: 

The health and economic well-being of every community and of the Nation 
as a whole depends on adequate supplies of water satisfactory for domestic, 
municipal and industrial purposes. Water requirements are steadily increasing 
as a result of population growth and industrial expansion. At the same time, 
the amount of water of suitable quality for municipal use is being reduced 
as a result of pollution of our streams and lakes by growing volumes of waste, 
discharged from city sewers and factory waste outlets. 

Construction of sewage treatment plants has lagged, due partly to financing 
difficulties and partly to the fact that in comparison with other public facilities 
and services competing for municipal funds the direct benefits to the taxpayer 
are less readily apparent. The strictly limited tax resources and debt capacity 
of municipalities will not finance required sewage disposal facilities, the need 
for which is estimated to exceed $35 billion in cost. We therefore resolve: 

The Congress is urged to continue and expand the 1956 Water Pollution Control 
Act by— 

1. Providing for an expanded program of research and technical as- 
sistance; 

2. Liberalizing the financial provisions of the act by increasing the total 
loan and grant authorization and by raising the percentage of Federal 
contribution available for each project to cover at lease 50 percent of the 
cost of the project, with no ceiling limitation as to the maximum amount; 

3. Increase the annual authorization from $50 million to $100 million: 
and 

4. Establish separate incentive aid program designed to promote the 
construction of waste treatment facilities on a metropolitan area basis. 

We have gone on record with the administration concerning our 
firm support for the water pollution control construction grant pro- 
gram on two recent occasions which I would like to call to the atten- 
tion of this committee. 

When the Joint Federal-State Action Committee recommended ter- 
mination of the grant program, the association’s president during that 
year, Mayor Ben West, of Nashville, Tenn., in a letter dated October 
17, 1957, protested to President Eisenhower. Mayor West said in 
part: 

In view of all the evidence concerning the impact of this program on Amer- 
ica’s cities and on the Nation as a whole, we feel compelled to register with you 
our strong convictions that termination of the Federal assistance for the con- 
struction of sewage waste treatment plants will seriously jeopardize the possi- 
bility of ever developing an adequate water-conservation program for the 
Nation. 
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All the evidence points to a covtinuing need for Federal financial assistance 
in the field of water-pollution control and on an expanded basis. We urge you 
to press for continuance of this program, at least until the prospects for its 
solution by all States is entirely assured and until Federal withdrawal from 
the field will in no way jeopardize the formulation of an effective national 
water conservation program. 


With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to request that 
Mayor West’s letter be included in the record of these hearings. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


OCTOBER 17, 1957. 
THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, Washington, D.C. 


DeEAaR MR. PRESIDENT: It has been with considerable concern that we have 
noted the mounting pressures within your administration to see the Federal 
Government abandon several grant-in-aid programs of vital importance to the 
Nation and its cities. 

We have been particularly distressed at your own recent statement concerning 
the expendability of the Federal grant-in-aid program to cities for the construc- 
tion of sewage waste treatment plants—and the even more recent action on the 
part of the Federal-State task force in which it recommended that Federal 
participation in this program be terminated. 

In view of all the evidence concerning the import of this program to America’s 
cities and to the Nation as a whole, we feel compelled to register with you our 
strong conviction that termination of Federal assistance for the construction 
of sewage waste treatment plants will seriously jeopardize the possibility of ever 
developing an adequate water-conservation program for the Nation. 

The facts are that pollution of the Nation’s waterways is on the increase, and 
we have, in fact, lost ground in meeting the problem during the last three 
decades. Experts estimate that to gain on the problem at present costs, the 
Nation must spend $450 million a year for sewage-plant construction. This is 
in sobering contrast to our average rate of expenditure of $230 million a year 
from 1950 to 1954. 

Water pollution presents a problem that cannot be localized. Neither water 
nor pollutants recognize political boundaries. The cumulative effects of a large 
number of small cities discharging waste into smaller streams results in an 
ever-increasing total wasteload as the water moves into our larger river systems. 
Every city in every other State downstream suffers the consequences. 

There is no question that State action is necessary in the development of an 
adequate water-pollution-control program. The facts are that the States have 
not as yet done an adequate job and are not now equipped to move in on the 
problem on a comprehensive basis. Only about 33 of the States have compre- 
hensive pollution-control laws on the statute books. Of these, only a very 
limited number do a really adequate enforcement job. Interstate cooperation in 
the handling of common pollution problems is practically nonexistent. 

I should like to bring to your attention the resolution recently adopted by the 
Association of State and Territorial Health Officers which I believe will give you 
a general idea of the magnitude of the problem and the inability of the States 
to assume responsibility for a solution. 

The State officers recommended that the Surgeon-General work toward an 
increase in appropriations to implement Public Law 660 to at least $100 million 
in construction grants to municipalities for each fiscal year and that the total 
authorization be increased to at least $1 billion. 

While, under the present Federal program, grants account for only an esti- 
mated 10 to 12 percent of the total construction outlays in fiscal 1957, the 
Federal program has, in effect, generated the greatest sewage plant construction 
program in the history of the Nation. These grants from the Federal Govern- 
ment have served to move many crucial local projects off dead center to a more 
widespread program by getting small upstream municipalities to initiate control 
programs. 

All the evidence points to the continuing need for Federal financial assistance 
in the field of water-pollution control and on an expanded basis. We urge you 
to press for continuance of this program, at least until the prospects for its 
solution by all the States is entirely assured and until Federal withdrawal from 
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the field will in no way jeopardize the formulation of an effective national water 
conservation program. 


Sincerely yours, 
BEN WEST, 


President, Mayor of Nashville. 


Mayor Smiru. More recently, the association, through its presi- 
dent of this year, Mayor George Christopher of San Francisco, 
Calif., advised the President, and subsequently the Senate Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency, that acceleration and expansion of 
such Federal grant-in-aid construction programs as sewage-treat- 
ment facilities, hospitals, airports, and others would provide an 
immediate and effective answer to the rising level of unemployment. 
Mayor Christopher pointed out that we have all the administrative 
machinery we need at all levels of government to rapidly translate 
local backlogs of public works plans into needed construction in 
urban areas. 

Specifically, he recommended that the present law be modified 
to use the money where it is needed rather than allocate it to States 
on the basis of the present formula in the act; that the limitation 
of $250,000 be removed; and the appropriation increased. Under 
such conditions, he pointed out, an annual appropriation of $150 
million of Federal funds would activate $500 million or more of 
needed pollution abatement construction annually. 

Mr. Chairman, I should also like to request that Mayor Chris- 
topher’s letter of March 19, 1958, to the President be included as part 
of the record of these hearings. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, it is so ordered that it will be made 
a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 19, 1958. 
THE PRESIDENT 
The White House, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: Over the past few weeks we have viewed with some 
concern the numerous and diverse proposals and bills which have been ad- 
vanced in both the Senate and the House, and on the part of the adminis- 
tration itself, to stem the rising level of unemployment. 

While we feel Federal remedial action should embrace a wide range of 
approaches, in our view an effective and fairly immediate solution in terms 
of public works need not involve the development of any new or untried Federal 
programs. 

We believe that much of the current unemployment slack in those urban 
areas most seriously affected can be taken up through an acceleration and 
expansion of existing Federal programs which the Congress has already de- 
clared to be clearly in the public interest, programs which local governments 
are geared to handle and for which they have plans formulated. 

Acceleration and expansion of such Federal grant-in-aid construction pro- 
grams as airports, sewage-treatment facilities, hospitals, highways, public hous- 
ing, and others we believe provide the most immediate and effective answer. 
We have the administrative machinery at all levels of government necessary to 
rapidly translate local backlogs of public works plans into needed construc- 
tion in urban areas. Specifically, we respectfully urge your consideration of 
an action program along the following lines: 

Federal airport program.—The Federal airport program is badly in need of 
an accelerated pace and a substantial increase to make possible adequate 
airport facilities to meet the requirements of modern aviation. A recent na- 
tional survey indicates a need for more than $1 billion of airport develop- 
ment in the next 4 years. At least $375 million of this will be needed in fiscal 
year 1959 and $275 million in fiscal 1960, less than half of which can be 
raised by local sources. Under the current Federal program not more than 
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$63 million can be anticipated from the Federal Government for fiscal year 
1959. By an immediate increase in authorization for fiscal year 1959 of an 
additional $100 million much urgently needed construction can be accomplished. 
This survey indicates that the major areas of “substantial labor surplus” could 
readily accommodate $30 to $50 million of Federal funds on their airport 
development projects alone. 

Construction of sewage treatment works.—Under section 6, Public Law 660, 
$50 million per year is authorized for grants to assist in the-econstruction of 
sewage-treatment works. To date, $95 million has been appropriated. Of this 
total, $75.7 million has been authorized in connection with 913 projects which 
will have a total cost of $362 million. 

Six hundred and twenty-two grant applications are presently under review in 
PHS regional offices and State agencies. These applicants request assistance 
with projects estimated to cost $583 million. An additional 283 applications 
are reported to be in preparation requesting assistance with $104 million worth 
of needed work. Thus, a backlog of $687 million of sewage works could be put 
under construction immediately. 

It has been authoritatively estimated that we have a need for a sewage-treat- 
ment program costing $5.33 billion in this country during the next 10 years if 
pollution abatement is to be achieved. The present law (660) should be modi- 
fied to use the money where it is needed rather than allocated to States on the 
basis of the present formula in the act; the limitation of $250,000 should be 
removed; and the appropriation increased. Under such conditions an annual 
appropriation of $150 million of Federal funds would activate $500 million or 
more of needed pollution-abatement construction annually. 

On this basis we would strongly urge enactment of legislation embodying 
the provisions of section 8 of Senator Chavez’ bill, S. 3450, and Congressman 
Price’s bill, H. R. 11472. 

Federal highway program.—This association was one of the original support- 
ers of Federal legislation to develop a national system of interstate highways 
within a 13-year period. We continue to believe that this is a desirable and 
obtainable goal and urge that all legislative obstacles to its achievement should 
be removed and the program put back on its original schedule. 

In addition, we urge that the planned expansion in Federal assistance to the 
other highway systems be concentrated in urban areas, where the needs are 
greatest for both highway improvements and employment. 

Hospital construction.—Although the stimulus of hospital construction from 
Federal assistance under the Hill-Burton program has been substantial, recent 
authoritative studies show that three times the present volume must be under- 
taken on a sustained basis for the next decade in order to eliminate all present 
shortages and keep up with new population growth and obsolescence. 

A recent study by the Division of Hospital and Medical Facilities of the 
United States Public Health Service carried out at the request of Senator 
Lister Hill, disclosed that if adequate Federal funds were available during fiscal 
years 1959 and 1960 approximately 2,219 projects throughout the country could 
immediately be put underway. The total cost of such projects was estimated at 
$2,330 million; $1,346 million in 1959 requiring Federal grant funds in the 
amount of $500 million, and $984 million in fiscal 1960 requiring Federal grant 
funds of approximately $443 million. 

In view of the substantial accumulated backlog of need for additional hospital 
beds, coupled with the declared ability of local governments to make substantial 
inroads into that need, we strongly recommend that $1 billion in Federal grant 
funds be made available to the Hill-Burton program for fiscal years 1959 and 
1960. 

Urban renewal.—There are several actions involving the urban renewal pro- 
gram which might be taken at the Federal level to promote immediate local 
economie activity. For example, rehabilitation projects could be accelerated 
and particularly expenditures for public improvements necessary to the suc- 
cessful development of such projects carried out. In clearance projects land 
disposition could be accelerated, and certainly FHA could be directed to bring 
the necessary resources to bear to accelerate the processing of redevelopment 
housing under section 220 in order to initiate construction at the earliest pos- 
sible date. 

Applications on the part of local governments for capital grant reservations 
for renewal are currently running at a level of $50 million per month or a 
projected $600 million per year. Recent surveys undertaken by this association 
fully substantiate this level of activity as a long-term trend. The urban renewal 
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program will eventually develop into one which will directly or indirectly ac- 
eount for total national public and private expenditures of as high as $40 
billion per year. 

Proper development and adequate Federal support for urban renewal programs 
for which we suggest a minimum of $500 million per year will assure a rea- 
sonably stable level of expenditures over the life of the program. The direct 
and collateral effects of such a Federal program will unquestionably lend con- 
siderable stability to the economy as a whole in future years. 

Public housing.—It has been estimated that during the 3 years from June 1957 
to June 1960, 83.000 families will be displaced by federally assisted urban 
renewal projects. During the same period, another 75,000 families will be dis- 
placed by the highway program, and other Government actions will displace an 
additional 89,000. Thus, total displacement from 1957 to 1960 is estimated to be 
247,000 families, of which an estimated 50 percent will be eligible for public 
housing. 

As a desirable first step we strongly recommend that the Congress and the 
executive branch direct the Public Housing Administration to accelerate proc- 
essing of all applications now pending for assistance in the construction of local, 
low-rent housing facilities. We further recommend that additional units be 
authorized at least in the number required to meet anticipated displacement of 
eligible families during the next 2 years. 

To summarize, as shown by the following table, the additional Federal authori- 
zations for grants to existing Federal programs, over and above the present 
level, would amount to approximately $828 million for fiscal 1959, and $672 mil- 
lion for each of 2 years thereafter. 


Federal 1959 1960 
matching | 


Percent | Millions | Millions | Millions 
I haba etc cidesscneen ‘ a 50 | $100.0 $37.0 | $37.0 
Sewage treatment__..........-..-- sun ne . otnl 30 | 100. 0 100.0 

Highways (urban share) - -...........-.--..-.---- = 50 | 100. 0 6.3 

OS” See | 378. 8 378. 8 

Urban renewal. ---- 150. 0 150. 0 


TE NE nn cde dese ines 828. 8 672. 1 


Nore.—The estimate for highways is based on 8. 3414, approved by the Senate Committee on Public 
Works. 


This is a modest plan, but the programs are ready to go. All that is needed 
is appropriate congressional grant authorizations and a commensurate increase 
in the staff of the Federal agencies involved. These additional Federal grants 
would expand total Federal-local spending in the above 5 categories to $3.2 
billion in the fiscal year beginning next July 1 and would, through construction 
generated, undoubtedly prove effective in the solution of the formidable unem- 
ployment problems now jeopardizing the economic stability of our urban areas. 

We are not recommending the above action as the sole solution to the problem. 
We recognize that other courses of Federal action will, in all likelihood, be 
required to stabilize the economy at a higher level of productivity. For exam- 
ple, as a highly desirable supplement to the course of action we have suggested 
in the public works area, the construction of backlogged local programs in the 
areas we have covered, plus a considerable number of others, could probably be 
given real impetus by a Federal low-interest loan program designed to facilitate 
financing of the local matching share for Federal aid programs and to similarly 
facilitate financing of public works in nonassisted areas as well. 

Respectfully yours, 
GEORGE CHRISTOPHER, 
President, Mayor of San Francisco. 

Mayor Smiru. In its report to the President, the Presidential 
Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy (December 22, 1955) 
stated the national water-resources problem as follows : 

Shortages of water for domestic and agricultural use are frequent. Industry 


is finding it increasingly difficult to locate adequate water supplies. Many 
streams and rivers are seriously polluted. Concurrently tremendous losses in 
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water are being experienced through wasteful practices and failure to properly 
conserve available supplies. Lack of adequate planning threatens to impose a 
water scarcity which can become a limiting factor on the growth of some of our 
cities while at the same time flood damage in many areas continues to be great. 

Basic elements of a sound policy relating to water are clear. That policy 
must look toward an adequate water supply for our people, prevent waste of 
water, provide for greater use of water, reduce water pollution to the lowest 
practical level, provide means for the useful and equitable distribution of 
available water supply, and take steps to shake the destructive forces of water 
which threaten to injure or destroy land, property, and human life. 

This is, I would agree, sound policy, but I would add that its im- 
plementation will require strong, continuing, and intelligent leader- 
ship at the Federal level. 

Implicit in such leaderships should be the recognition that while 
primary responsibility for controlling water pollution may lie with 
the State or local governments it is nevertheless a joint or cooperative 
affair with all levels of government participating to the limit of their 
respective capabilities. 

Federal leadership in this area is not optional; it is mandatory. It 
is not enough to say “primary responsibility” for the problem lies 
with the States and let it go at that. A line of action must be devel- 
oped and followed which “will show some promise for the eventual 
solution of the problem. The present construction grants program has 
materially brightened our prospects for the eventual solution of the 
domestic water pollution problem. 

In fact, I believe that the current Federal program of assistance for 
construction of sewage facilities is the finest Federal grant program in 
existence, It is doing exactly what it was intended to do. It is com- 
bating water pollution with a vengeance by eee sewage treat- 
ment facility construction throughout the Nation. As of May 12, 
1958, $84 million of Federal money has stimulated the construction of 
net rly $400 million worth of sewage treatment facilities. In my own 
State of Maryland, $11% million of Federal money has resulted in con- 
struction of sewage plants exceeding $9 million in costs. 

In this connection, I would like to point out that my State board of 
health estimates conservatively that we will need to build some $50 
million worth of sewage treatment facilities to-bring pollution of 
streams under control. I am confident that the continuance of the 
present Federal program of assistance will permit us to end the pollu- 
tion menace in Maryland within the next 8 years. I also want you to 
know that this Federal grant program has had the added effect in 
Maryland of creating a State grant program whereby any municipal 
corporation in Maryland that is eligible for a Federal grant auto- 
matically is entitled to an additional ‘State grant. But, if there is no 
Federal grant program, there is, automatically, no State grant pro- 
gram. It is, I think, no exaggeration to say that the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1956 has put Maryland in a position where it 
can now see a solution to its pollution problems. The Federal grant 
program plus the State grant program makes it possible for our small 
cities and towns to undertake the heretofore financially prohibitive 
construction of needed sewage treatment facilities. Our State health 
department is now armed with additional authority to enforce anti- 
pollution measures and our cities have been given the necessary legis- 
lative authority to borrow and spend the necessary moneys. 





208 AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 


I am sure, in the face of what I have just said, that you can readily 
understand that I am appalled that the administration has declared 
that this program should end in 1959. Surely, no program comes to 
mind that has in so short a time and with so small an expenditure 
moved to the achievement of the goals set for it. 

Gentlemen, I think we owe each of you who worked for and sup- 
ported this program in 1956 and 1957, a great vote of thanks, and I 
also believe that each of you can take a deep sense of pride in support- 
ing legislation that has achieved so much for so little. For myself, 
and for the 13,000 cities and towns throughout the United States, I 
urge you to continue and expand the water pollution control program. 

pecifically, we recommend the continuance of the allocation of 
money on the formula currently in use. We ask that the financial 
provisions of the act be liberally increased and we ask that an incen- 
tive aid program be designed to promote the construction of waste 
treatment facilities on a metropolitan-area basis with provisions for 
equitable distribution between metropolitan areas and other areas 
within the State. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it has been a singu- 
lar honor for me to appear before you as the representative of the 
American Municipal Association. I wish to thank you for the oppor- 
tunity of being heard today. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, Mayor Smith. We appreciate 
your being here and giving us the views of the American Municipal 
Association. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Chairman, I would like to congratulate Mayor 
Smith on a very fine statement. 

Mayor Suiru. ‘Thank you. 

Mr. Dootey. I would like to compliment the witness, too, as a 
mayor. 

You mentioned State participation. What degree of participation 
is there on the part of the State if there is a Federal program ? 

Mayor Smirn. The State of Maryland participates to the extent of 
$5 million. That fund is set up and is to be used until it is entirely 
gone, as long as Federal money is available. 

Mr. Dootey. On what basis is that allocated to the different munici- 
palities ? 

Mayor Sairu. It is allocated on a matching basis. 

Mr. Dootry. Thank you. 

Mr. Cramer. What matching basis is used? What type of for- 
mula is used for State participation out of the $5 million fund ? 

Mayor Smirn. The grant is 10 percent of the total cost not to ex- 
ceed 40 percent of the total cost. 

Mr. Seis How much a vear does the State of Maryland get 
under this Federal program?’ What is their allotment? 

Mayor Smiru. It is approximately $750,000 a year. 

Mr. Cramer. I want to say this is the first instance of testimony 
I have heard where the States themselves have gone into this pro- 
gram, too, and I think it is most encouraging because I think it is 
a State responsibility primarily myself, as well as a Federal respon- 
sibility, under this present program, and I am happy to see at least 
the State of Maryland doing it. 
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Do you know any other States that have State programs as a 
result of Public Law 660 # 

Mayor Smiru. We will secure that information for you and mail it 
to your committee; if you so wish. 

Mr. Rocers. That will be fine. 

Mayor Srrn. I would like to comment, Mr. Chairman, in the 
State of Maryland where we do have this matching money it was 
only after the program was set up that we were able to go to our 
legislature and force this issue and get these matching funds. 

I would like to state I realize your time is pressing, but I would 
like to give an instance where I have heard it mentioned time and 
time again that the municipalities and the States should take the 
bull by the horns and do something about it. Our State health de- 
yartment, for instance, found one city, one town in the State of 
Maryland, which has an assessable basis of approximately $1 mil- 
lion. The health department issued an order to that city or town 
to build a sewage treatment plant and a sewer system. The best 
estimate that that little town could receive was $830,000 to build 
it. 
I would like to ask you gentlemen where a town with an assessable 
base of $1 million is going to get $830,000 to build such a treatment 

lant. Under this program they were able to get $161,000 from the 
‘ederal Government and $161,000 from the State of Maryland, 
leaving them with approximately half a million dollars that they 
had to raise. 

You cannot close up a little town simply because it does not have 
a sewage treatment plant. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much, Mayor. We certainly appre- 
ciate your contribution and appreciate your coming here. 

I see Congressman Lankford, our colleague here from Maryland. 
I understand he wants to make just a short statement, or submit 
one. 

Weare delighted to have you with us today, Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 






Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen. 
I have a short statement which I can either submit for the record 
or read to you. 

I am wholeheartedly in support of H. R. 11714, so much so that 
I introduced an identical bill myself, H. R. 12166. 

I am primarily concerned with my own Fifth District of Maryland, 
which has undergone a tremendous growth in the postwar years, and 
a large part of it is due to the Federal Government. You are well 
aware, of course, of the location of the National Security Agency, 
which is just one of the installations causing so much difficulty with 
this sewage problem. 

I would like to quote from a letter which I received from Gen. John 
A. Samford, Director of the National Security Agency. It is dated 
March 17, 1958, and is addressed to me. He stated as follows: 


I am sure that employees of NSA who may be planning to move from their 
present community to the Fort Meade area would be genuinely interested in any 
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improvements in the area which would eventually provide suitable housing and 
other conveniences near the Agency. 


I think it indicates at least one segment of the Federal Government 
recognizes the problems which it is creating. Fort Meade itself is 
really the crux of the problem. 

I believe that the amount of $500,000 in this bill is really a mini- 
mum. I would like to see more, but I think it is about all we can 
hope for at the time. 

Mr. Roerrs. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. I would like to submit this statement for the 
record. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, the statement will be made part of 
the record at this point, and we appreciate your taking the time to 
come and appear before us, Mr. Lankford. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Lankford is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE RICHARD E. LANKFORD OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to appear before your committee 
in support of H. R. 11714. I introduced an identical bill, H. R. 12166, as I feel 
most sincerely that the increased authorization contained in your bill, Mr. 
Chairman, to be the absolute minimum the Federal Government must and should 
provide now. The problems of water pollution control and abatement have 
continued to increase in my district in the past 4 years and are virtually in- 
surmountable for many of my district’s local jurisdictions. Nothing further 
need be said about the polluted Potomac. Innumerable studies have been made, 
commissions have been established, and extended television and press coverage 
has been given to the problem and still the problem remains. I am sure that all 
members of the committee are familiar with the Fort Meade area and are aware 
that the Nationa] Security Agency has recently occupied a large facility on the 
post. Fort Meade is located within the Fourth Election District of Anne 
Arundel County. Postwar growth in this district and all Maryland counties 
peripheral to the great population centers of Washington and Baltimore has 
been remarkable for its magnitude and explosive character. Instead of steady, 
step-by-step development, there has been a tendency to skip over intervening 
spaces with the result that the metropolitan counties have been suddenly con- 
fronted by scattered semi-independent centers comparable to towns in size and 
population. 

In the Fort Meade area, sewage disposal has been by means of septic tanks, 
which necessarily limits population concentrations. Since the National Se- 
curity Agency has moved into the area, pressures, quite naturally, have mounted 
for the establishment of closely built-up communities and it is now obvious that 
centralized and collective treatment must be required. Conferences were held 
with Gen. John A. Samford, Director of National Security Agency, and in a 
letter to me dated March 17, 1958, the general stated: “I am sure that em- 
ployees of NSA who may be planning to move from their present community to 
the Fort Meade area would be genuinely interested in any improvements in the 
area which would eventually provide suitable housing and other conveniences 
near the Agency.” 

I am fully in accord with those who state that water-pollution control is pri- 
marily a local and State responsibility. It is estimated in order to solve the 
problems in the Fort Meade area that an interceptor treatment system costing 
approximately $3,200,000 will be required. This bill, if enacted, will provide a 
maximum Federal participation of $500,000. I do not see how this can be re- 
garded as excessive Federal participation. One reason for the high cost of this 
facility in addition to providing services for the personnel of NSA itself is the 
fact that because of the geographical location of the Fort Meade Military Res- 
ervation, it is necessary for the interceptor system to circumvent the military 
reservation, placing the treatment facility at a considerable distance from the 
area to be served. 

Recently, under Public Laws 874 and 815 a large grant to the Anne Arundel 
Board of Education was made for the erection of school facilities in the Fort 





AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 211 


Meade area to accommodate the children of military personnel. In view of this, 
there is a clear recognition of the Federal responsibility involved. I wish to 
emphasize that the local jurisdiction involved is making every effort now to find 
a solution that will be beneficial not only to the local residents but will be 
beneficial to a large Government installation as well. 

I recognize that this is just one local example, but I am sure that there are 
many other instances throughout the country which point up the need for 
Federal action. Mr. Chairman, we cannot shirk this responsibility. You can 
count on my unqualified support in order that real progress can be made now 
in protecting our country’s greatest single resource—water. 

Mr. Rocers. The next witness is Mr. Leonard E. Pasek, vice chair- 
man of the committee on conservation of renewable natural resources 
of the National Association of Manufacturers. 


STATEMENT OF LEONARD E. PASEK, VICE CHAIRMAN OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON CONSERVATION OF RENEWABLE NATURAL RE- 
SOURCES OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS 


Mr. Pasex. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will make this as brief 
as possible. 

My name is Leonard E. Pasek, assistant to the president of the 
Kimberly- Clark Corp., of Neenah, Wis. I am appearing here as 
vice chairman of the committee on conservation of renewable nat- 
ural resources of the National Association of Manufacturers and am 
speaking for the association. 

The National Association of Manufacturers has more than 21,000 
members located throughout the country, who are representative of 
large, medium, and small business in all lines of manufacture. Ap- 
proximately 83 percent of our members are employers of fewer than 
500 persons. 

Many members of our association have a long-standing interest in 
water-pollution-control problems because their production processes 
are dependent on an abundant supply of intake water of good quality. 
The NAM conservation committee has a major responsibility of study- 
ing means to further the conservation of water resources, and has 
worked many years toward the protection of industrial and munici- 
pal water supplies, and abatement of stream pollution. 

The continued expansion of our economy requires an expanding 
supply of good water. To combat water pollution, industry has spent 
and will continue to spend millions of dollars that will benefit both 
the economy and our general environment. 

Our association, therefore, is intensely interested in proposed Fed- 
eral legislation in the field of municipal sewage disposal and we have 
followed de -velopments in this area over the years. 

In this time we have noted an increasing amount of public recogni- 
tion of the needs of sewage-disposal fac ilities at the local level, evi- 
denced by the continued State and local development of treatment 
programs and construction projects. We have seen the growth of 
cooperative activity by the States for the prevention and abatement 
of water pollution; enactments of improved State laws relating to 
water pollution; adoption of interstate water-pollution compacts; the 
development of technical research to devise and perfect methods of 

waste treatment; and the making of surveys, studies, investigations, 
research and experiments relating to water pollution. 
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Within the States, new antipollution laws were enacted, existing 
statutes were improved, and construction programs were expanded as 
a tremendous wave of urban development swept the Nation during 
the postwar decade. 

The 1954 report of the New England Interstate Water Pollution 
Control Commission stated that— 

Substantial progress in the construction of pollution-control works during 
the year is a tribute to the intensive work carried on by the State water-pollu- 
tion-control agencies and to the cooperation being received from municipalities 
and industries * * * The construction of sewerage works is particularly encour- 
aging in view of large municipal expenditures occasioned by population growth 
in many communities * * * Since 1949, construction of sewerage works valued 
at over $106 million has been completed or started in the New England compact 
area. These works included 41 new sewage-treatment plants serving a total 
population of over 2 million * * *. 

The 1954 report of the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Com- 
mission stated : 

We are witnessing the greatest impetus ever experienced in the Ohio Valley 
in the completion, construction, and planning of municipal sewage-treatment fa- 
cilities * * * Population served by sewage-treatment facilities during the past 
6 years increased at a rate 4 times faster than was the case in a similar period 
prior to the establishment of the commission * * * Investigations, public hear- 
ings, and the promulgation of requirements for sewage discharges have been 
completed for the entire 981 miles of the Ohio River from Pittsburgh to 
Cairo * * *, 

The picture is one of continued acceleration each year in the completion, con- 
struction, and planning of sewage-treatment facilities. The record speaks for 
itself and the commission acknowledges with pride the efforts made by each of 
the eight States in the significant strides forward that have been made to safe- 
guard water resources in the compact district. 


In fact, the total annual outlays for municipal sewage-treatment 
construction in the United States rose from $176 million in 1952 to 
$393 million in 1956. 

When the Water Pollution Control Act of 1948 approached its ex- 
piration date in 1956, the administration sponsored a water-pollution- 
control bill that was introduced in 1955 as §. 890. This bill did not 
provide for financial aid for municipal sewage-treatment construc- 
tion. However, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act as finally 
enacted on July 9, 1956, contained for the first time authorization for 
Federal grants for this purpose. 

In November 1956, application forms for construction grants were 
distributed to the States. The first grant offers were made in Decem- 
ber 1956. 

Although there may be no direct relationship between the program 
of Federal grants and construction volume, it is interesting to note that 
the dollar amount of contract awards in the first half of calendar year 
1957 fell off to $183 million from $221 million contracted in the first 
half of calendar year 1956. It is also interesting t6 note that, subse- 
quent to the adoption of the legislation, but before the program went 
into operation, contract awards in the second half of calendar 1956 
had dropped to about $133 million from the $221 million awarded in 
the first half. 

The opinion was expressed at that time that the “tight money” mar- 
ket, delays in time due to setting up administrative machinery, lag 
between grant offers and the awarding of contracts, and delay by some 
cities anticipating Federal grants were factors in retarding the pro- 
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gram. As the stock market fell in the latter half of 1957 and the 
municipal bond market became more attractive, it was felt that this 
Should cause stimulation of construction. However, the total volume 
of awards of about $351 million in 1957 did not equal the $354 million 
of awards in 1956. 

It is not clear from the 1957 progress report of the Public Health 
Service what proportion of these awards received Federal grants. 
However, statements of the Public Health Service published in the 
magazine, Public Works, for October 1957, reported that of $167 
million of contracts awar ded i in the first half of 1957, only $20 million 
of contracts involved Federal participation. The remaining $147 
million were applied to contracts undertaken by communities which 
did not receive Federal grants. Preliminary figures for the first 
quarter of calendar 1958 show $78.8 million in contract awards. 

Here I would like to comment on Mr. Paul’s testimony, in which he 
said in 1956 California had $22 million worth of contracts, and in 1957 
they had $59 million, which is a considerable jump. He said of that 
$59 million, $4 million of Federal money was used. A quick calcu- 
lation shows that could have been responsible for $12 million of the 
$59 million, meaning that $47 million did not participate, and very 
likely would have gone ahead anyway. 

The question in my mind is, how many municipalities are still wait- 
ing for their 30 percent, and perhaps could have very easily accounted 
for that $12 million which did receive Federal money. 

It seems clear to me from the record that a pronounced surge of 
construction activity in the sewage treatment field was apparent on 
the American scene long before “the availability of Federal funds 
through this new venture into grants-in-aid. Contentions of pro- 

‘ponents of such programs that. F ederal appropriations have provided 
stimulus to this movement are not supported either by logic or by 
statistical evidence. 

In the year immediately preceding the grant program, for example, 
it has been shown that m: inicipal expenditures were in fact higher 
than under the first full year’s operation of the program. This oc- 
curred under conditions where a reasonable person might assume that 
aL fe pct would have been even higher had not communities de- 
layed their construction plans in hope of receiving Federal grants 
the following year 

Moreover, this viaiaalanilins followed several years of high-level 
construction activity in all fields, with whole new communities spring- 
ing into being in the suburban areas of metropolitan centers. 

Private construction during 1955 and 1956 increased by more than 
$3.2 billion respectively, over the level of 1954—in terms of constant 
dollars—and it was inevitable that great expansion in sewage treat- 
ment facilities would accompany or follow such growth. Proponents 
of Federal grants would indeed be on unsure gr ‘ound to contend that 
this trend would not have proceeded without Federal grants, or that 
it was increased by any fixed percentage over any previous period of 
years through the use of sack grants. If anything, the statistical 
evidence demonstrates nothing beyond the fact that once free Federal 
money became available, community officials were ready and willing 
to take advantage of the full sums appropriated by the Congress. 

The question of expansion of this particular Federal-aid program 
cannot be discussed without reference to an act approved July 10, 
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1953, whereby the Congress created the Commission on Intergov- 
ernmental Relations with the declared purposes that there be a study 
of the proper role of the Federal Government in relation to the States 
and their political subdivisions and that intergovernmental fiscal 
relations be so adjusted that each level of government discharges the 
functions which belong within its jurisdiction in a sound and effective 
manner. 

The report issued by the Commission in June 1955 emphasized that 
service responsibilities should be performed by the smallest units of 
government competent to handle the several public services satis- 
factorily and economically. 

In August 1957, a task force, known as the Joint Federal-State 
Action Committee, composed of 10 governors and 7 Federal repre- 
sentatives, was established to designate functions which the States 
are ready and willing to assume and finance, and to identify tax 
sources that might be relinquished by the Federal Government for 
possible use by State and local governments. It is significant that 
in its first report in December 1957, the committee recommended that 
the President request. Congress to take necessary action to discontinue 
construction grants for local waste-treatment facilities. 

The committee stated that— 

* * * local waste-treatment facilities are primarily a local concern and their 
construction should be primarily a local or State financial responsibility. Should 
communities require additional financing, the funds should be forthcoming 
from the State Government, on a loan or grant basis as the States may de- 
termine. There is no evidence to demonstrate the continuing need for the 
present Federal subsidy of an essentially local responsibility. 

In his budget message this year, the President discussed the rec- 
ommendation of the committee, and on May 14 requested the Con- 
gress to enact legislation that would discontinue Federal grants for 
construction of local sewage treatment plants under section 6 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act. The President stated : 

Enactment at this time of Federal legislation would be an encouraging step 
in the effort to strengthen State governments, by restoring to them specific 
functions in fields which are traditionally their responsibility * * *. 


and added that such legislation would— 


* * * strengthening our Federal system and * * * provide the circumstances 
for more responsible State gove.nments * * *. 

These developments, we believe, are steps in the right direction 
and the National Association of Manufacturers heartily endorses 
the recommendation of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee 
and the request of the President. 

Clearly, there has been growing through the years a realization by 
che governors of many States of the encroachments of the Federal 
establishment over their powers and responsibilities, which this ad- 
ministration has been pledged from the beginning to forestall and 
reverse. It is unthinkable that the findings of this bipartisan com- 
mittee now should be discarded, and the movement to restore to States 
and communities their proper functions of government should be 
frustrated just as tangible results are in sight. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Pasek, I think we generally have your view on 
this. I wonder if you could summarize the rest of your statement 
for us, so we could immediately proceed to questions ? 
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Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman, this is quite an interesting statement 
the gentleman is making. This is the first opportunity we have 
heard. All of the rest were proponents of the bill. 

Mr. Rocers. I was trying to keep this within the bounds of our 
time limitation. 

Mr. Scupner. I realize that, but I think this is good information 
and we should hear it. 

Mr. Roerrs. I think it is excellent too, but I wonder if you could 
not summarize it, Mr. Pasek ? 

Mr. Pasex. I can really finish these few pages as fast as I could 
go through it and summarize it. 

Mr. Rogers. If you could summarize it, the Chair will appreciate 
it, but please proceed. 

Mr. Pasex. Is the Congress, in the face of this recent progress, 
now willing to initiate a new cycle of expansion of the Federal Gov- 
ernment at the expense of the States and communities they repre- 
sent? We have seen the steady confiscation of the State and local 
taxing resources which has led, in fact, to the philosophy of the whole 
Federal grant mechanism as a substitute for local responsibility. 
It has been a development which, in our judgment, has subverted the 
basic concepts of our American political structure and which, if per- 
mitted to continue, will lead to ultimate concentration of all power 
in the Central Government and the end of our Federal system as a 
union of sovereign States. 

Claims that the Federal Government is gaining control of many 
State and local activities through grant-in-aid programs are not idle. 
For example, the progress report of the Public Health Service for 
1957 on the sewage-treatment-plant program for calendar 1957 states 
that, 


The administration of the construction grants program has progressed to the 


stage where emphasis is now being placed on inspection of projects under 
construction * * * 


Progress report No. 3, dated March 12, 1958, states that— 


A continuing study is being made of the status of the municipal bond 
market * * * 


and— 


* * * direct consultation is provided by the program’s financial adviser at 
the request of State agencies, to cities requiring help on specific financing 
problems. 

Federal control over local decision-making also is exercised through 
the coercive use of money inducements under the grant-in-aid mech- 
anism. If the Congress is successful in stimulating the construction 
of sewage treatment facilities, for instance, it will have channeled not 
only the current expenditure of local tax funds, but also long-range 
financial commitments under debt arrangements extending over a 
generation. It is obvious that this will be achieved only by the diver- 
sion of financial resources from other local facilities, such as schools, 
hospitals, fire-fighting equipment, and others. There is no means by 
which Congress can adequately judge the relative need for each type 
of public facility in the scattered communities of this country. Such 
decisions can better be made at the local level, where the existence or 
lack of adequate local services and facilities can be seen, felt, and 
judged more clearly and reliably. 
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The compulsion involved in paying State and local governments 
to continue and expand programs on the basis of the National Gov- 
ernment’s judgment transcends a question of mere propriety. The 
distortion which does occur in State and local budgets because of 
heavy Federal subsidizing of some programs means other State and 
local functions may be jeopardized or minimized. This leads to the 
neglect of some functions in favor of those given aid. This substitu- 
tion of Federal administrative judgment for that of the citizens of 
the States and localities is a matter which Congress should not further 
encourage. 

In order to make clear the position of the National Association of 
Manufacturers, I wish to quote the following statement of policy 
adopted by the association’s board of directors on February 14, 1958: 

Federal collaboration in State and local responsibilities or programs should 
be confined to leadership through research and advice. It should not extend 
to initiation or subsidy of, nor to other financial participation in, the functions 
of those jurisdictions. 

The fiscal position of the states, their local subdivisions, municipalities, inter- 
municipal or interstate agencies should not be supported by direct Federal 
payments to them. Use of grants-in-aid by the Federal Government should be 
terminated with all practical promptness. Where immediate termination is 
impracticable, termination should be carried out by formulas appropriate to 
the terms of particular grants. 

The following are the established characteristics of Federal grants: 

1. Federal grants tend to become perpetual because they do nothing 
to induce full local responsibility for correct of the deficiency which 
originally was claimed to justify the particular grant. 

2. Federal grants tend to increase in amount with time, because the 
weakening of local intitiative induced by the grant creates a greater 
pretext for seeking grant funds. 

3. Federal control, in some degree, at present from the initiation of 
every grant. It will expand, in time, and especially with a progressive 
increase of the sums granted. The normal inclination of bureaucracy 
to multiply rules, regulations, directives, and other varieties of red- 
tape will be manifest. The confirmed dependence on the grants will 
render resistance to control impossible. If there is prospect of the 
Federal Government footing an increasing part of the bill, it is only 
natural that States and communities will be inclined to abdicate their 
responsibility. 

It should occasion no surprise that Federal control would eventu- 
ally develop. From the beginning of our folklore it has been under- 
stood that “he who pays the piper may call the tune.” The Supreme 
Court has given its blessing to this in saying that “it is hardly lack of 
due process for the government to regulate that which it subsidizes.” 
Let there be no mistake about it. Federal control will follow the 
Federal grant, notwithstanding words of protestation and denial in 
legislative acts. This, we contend, is the really basic issue. 

We recommend, therefore, that the Federal Government confine its 
activities with respect to water pollution abatement to the field of 
fundamental research and technical services to the various States and 
local agencies in conducting their research programs, where such as- 
sistance is necessary and requested. 

It has been too frequently assumed that if there are some political 
subdivisions in a State that cannot manage new construction, that 
Federal aid is the only answer. On the contrary, the existence of some 
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financially embarrassed subdivisions in any State is no evidence what- 
soever of a condition of need, or lack of financial resources, within 
that State, which are beyond the combined State and local capacity 
to handle, 

One paradox of such programs is the unpalatable situation in which 
officials of some of the Nation’s most prosperous communities find them- 
selves appealing to Washington for Federal funds—to restore to their 
citizens a portion of the tax moneys they have contributed to the pro- 
gram. 

In this regard, it would indeed be interesting to review the list of 
recipient municipalities of such Federal “gifts” with particular ref- 
erence to their financial capacity to construct either sewage treatment 
or other public facilities. What is their relative tax burden as com- 
pared with that of other communities which have not so benefited ? 
What is their current debt situation and what limitations are they 
under? More importantly, what is the average income of their citi- 
zens? How many of these communities may be classified as among 
the underprivileged members of our national society’ We hope that 
the committee will call upon the appropriate executive department to 
furnish such information before these hearings are concluded, and 
will also examine in this light the necessity for continuing the aid 
program. 

The plain fact is that there has been no breakdown in the progress 
of construction of municipal sewage treatment plants. There is no 
evidence to establish that the need for treatment plants has outrun 
the growth in economic capacity. If it were true that the population 
as a Whole were increasing faster than the Nation’s economic capacity 
to support, the result would be a declining standard of living. But 
the reverse is true. 

The provision contained in H. R. 11714 for increasing the aggre- 
gate authorizations for this program to $1 billion comes at a partic- 
ularly inopportune time. The Nation is in a period of increased 
defense obligations and declining revenues, and is approaching its 
debt limitations. The Congress and the administration should make 
every effort to avoid further increases in domestic expenditures. 

The greatest thing the Federal Government can do to assist the 
local governments is to reduce Federal spending and to initiate tax 
rate reforms which would reduce the Federal drain on local taxing 
resources. This would encourage the citizenry to support proper 
local programs and would make available additional tax revenues to 
the States and their subdivisions, which presently receive only 27.7 
percent of each tax dollar. 

As a positive program in this field, we concur in the recommenda- 
tions of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee that the State 
legislatures should improve municipal capacity to raise funds to 
finance waste treatment works and provide whatever additional finan- 
cial assistance may be indicated by local conditions. 

Kven when the responsibility of financing municipal sewage-treat- 
ment plants is returned to its rightful sphere, the Federal Govern- 
ment will have a large and proper role in the fight against water 
pollution. This role lies in the area of research in the more complex 
aspects of pollution problems, specialized technical consultation, and 
engineering surveys to assess regional water pollution problems by 
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watersheds. In the areas where Federal responsibilities arise from 
the necessity for planning water resources programs on a watershed 
basis, a great deal of good can be accomplished. But no good can 
ultimately come from Federal intervention into what is clearly a local 
responsibility. 

The real issue is one of central versus local control. Underlying 
this is a question of fact, namely, whether the State and local govern- 
ments are able to finance a good municipal sewage treatment program. 
It is our conviction that they are, and our position is that this capacity 
is demonstrated by all the facts of the case. We hold, further, that 
where there are impediments of State-local action in financing this 
construction, the continuance of Federal grants will delay remedial 
procedures against these barriers, Federal grants will lessen the 
pressure for their removal and nothing is likely to be done while 
Federal grants are anticipated or in existence. 

The association believes that such grants, if continued, will become 
perpetual; it believes that the cost will expand; and that, as time 
passes, there will be an increasing degree of Federal control. 

The association believes that the only sound view to be taken with 
regard to the financing of local public works construction is the long- 
term view based on the economic and philosophical concept of respon- 
sible State sovereignty. It believes that this was and still is the will 
of the people, and that it has been and can be fully supported within 
the dynamic tradition of responsible State-local governments and 
without recourse to Federal subsidies. 

We therefore respectfully urge that the committee not report favor- 
ably upon H. R. 11714 and express our hope that, at an early date, the 
Congress will see fit to repeal the Federal subsidy program for munic- 
ipal sewage treatment facilities in accordance with the recommenda- 
tions of the Federal-State Action Committee and the request of the 
administration. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Roeers. Thank you very much, Mr. Pasek, for a very clear 
and fine statement for the National Association of Manufacturers. 

Mr. Pasex. I want to apologize for the length of it. 

Mr. Rogers. We appreciate your coming and giving us the benefit 
of your views. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. McFauu. I have just a few brief questions. 

Mr. Pasek, as I understand it, in essence you say these Federal grants 
to the States and local communities have not accelerated any of the 
sewage treatment construction. Is that correct? 

Mr. Pasex. No; I did not say that. In general it has not. I did 
not say that any specific project was not put into effect because of 
that. 

Mr. McFaut. In general it has not? 

Mr. Pasex. The total statistics of construction do not support that 
overall in the important problem of controlling sewage treatment 
or increasing the amount of sewage treatment—the overall figures do 
not support the fact that in total we are getting more. 

Mr. McFa.t. So in that sense the program, in your opinion, has 
not accomplished the purpose for which it was passed ? 

Mr. Pasex. That is right. 
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Mr. McF atu. Would it in your opinion have accelerated any specific 
class of projects if it had not accelerated the general overall picture? 
Would it have accelerated any specific class of projects? 

Mr. Pasex. I cannot think of any. I know of many instances 
where communities well able to pay are waiting to get their hand in 
the till. 

Mr. McF att. It is the opinion of your association that this is a local 
problem. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Pasex. Right. A State and local problem. 

Mr. McFatz. Then you are in favor of a bill which would return 
it to the States completely. Is that correct? 

Mr. Pasex. Right. 

Mr. McFarx. Would the National Association of Manufacturers 
also appear in the State legislatures and be in favor of a State grant- 
in-aid program which w ould essentially be what the Federal program 
has done? Would you be in favor of that sort of State program in 
the individual States ? 

Mr. Pasex. You would have to take those circumstances up State 
by State, and we would review each one. We are certainly in favor 
of the States helping out the municipalities and other governmental 
units to solve their problems, because within that smaller confine of 
government they can make better decisions. 

Mr. McFau. Let me ask you this question, Mr, Pasek: If the 
grant-in-aid program of the Federal Government to the local com- 
munities have not accelerated sewerage construction, would it not 
follow in your opinion that the States could not accelerate it either? 

Mr. Pasex. Not knowing how it would develop as a State program 
I see no basis on which I can answer that. 

Mr. McF aut. Is it not logical if you say that the Federal Govern- 
ment through grants-in-aid of certain amounts of money could not 
accelerate these local construction projects, that the States could not 
do it either ? 

Mr. Pasex. If the program were developed in the same manner as 
this one is alewel in which there is no financial need criteria, 
you are correct, that within that State it could well have that effect. 

Mr. McFaut. What I am attempting to find out is just how local 
do you think this problem is? I tend to believe you feel it is a local 
community problem and would not even be a State problem. Is that 
correct ¢ 

Mr. Pasex. Not where the State would benefit by assisting this 
local community, like they do in many of their other endeavors, such 
as their educational program, and even in some communities "their 
fire-fighting programs, and so forth. 

Mr. McFaty. Can you think of any State which would benefit by 
many of these progr ams 

Mr. Pasex. The State I come from does not happen to need such 
a program, and the States I have lived in, which have been New 
York and Illinois and some of the others, do not need one either. 

Mr. McFatu. What State do you come from, sir? 

Mr. Pasex. I live in Wisconsin. 

Mr. Dootry. Will the gentleman yield for a second ? 

Mr. McFauu. Yes. 
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Mr. Dootzy. I think New York does need one very definitely, and 
that has been shown inasmuch as it has been participating in a num- 
ber of instances like Coney Island, and I can give a number of com- 
munities which have profited by this, and used it as an incentive to 
building their sewage disposal plants. 

Mr. MoFatt. I have just one more question. 

If this measure were not passed and if this were returned to the 
States, would it not be the program of the National Association of 
Manufacturers to appear before each State legislature where pro- 
grams would be proposed for State participation and oppose those 
programs on the very basis that the Federal-aid program did not 
work, and did not assist the local communities, so the State program 
would not work either ? 

Mr. Pasex. That would not be a program of the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers because they do not get into State affairs. 

Mr. McFatu. In your opinion would it not be the program of the 
manufacturers associations in each individual State, however? 

Mr. Pasex. I cannot answer that; I do not know. 

Mr. McFatt. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. We have a number of other witnesses we would like to 
hear. 

Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Dootry. I have one question. 

T have been very sympathetic to the ideas of the National Associa- 
tion of Manufacturers for a long time. In fact, I once worked with 
them when Colby Chester was the chairman of the board. What I 
cannot understand is why, when these corporations like General 
Motors, and General Foods, and Union Carbide, and others, are 
ene off the wealth of the country as they do to New York and 
other places, they are so reluctant to see a program like this motivated, 
when it is in the area of health, or implementing the health of our 
people. 

What is the philosophy of resistance there? It is simply that it is 
centralized control ? 

Mr. Pasex. Corporations do not siphon off any wealth. It goes 
to the employeees and stockholders. 

Mr. Doorry. In the area in which they are located they siphon off 
the wealth. Their products are sold all over the country. <Auto- 
mobiles are sold everywhere, and stockholders are distributed widely, 
too, but wealth is drawn to certain areas. 

Mr. Pasex. I just do not conclude that. I cannot answer that be- 
cause I do not agree with you. 

Mr. Dootry. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Byrne. 

Mr. Byrne. Is it not reasonable to believe, or logical to believe, that 
if a community knows they are going to receive a grant then the mem- 
bers of that community and the residents of that community are 
reluctant to vote for any bond issue for the specific purpose that bills 
such as this are provided for ? 

Mr. Pasex. Dertainds. I know of occasions where that has hap- 
pened. 

Mr. Byrne. And it would kill the initiative of the people in the 
community to take care of their individual problems; would it not ? 
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Mr. Pasex. That is certainly evidenced by the information we have 
been able to gather. 

Mr. Byrne. I would like to commend the gentleman for a very 
sound, logical, and comprehensive statement. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Scudder. 

Mr. Scupper. Owing to the fact that you are the first and only 
one to appear before the committee in opposition to this bill I desire 
to commend you. I want to compliment you for the presentation you 
have made. “I was beginning to think that no one was going to be 
here to oppose this program. I felt I was quite alone. 

I am interested in States that are doing things. I think we are 
doing a good job in California. 

Mr. Pasex. You certainly are, sir. 

Mr. Scupper. I thoroughly believe that the program recommended 
by the President, by returning to the States the telephone tax, will 
give us 3 or 4 times the amount of dev elopment for sewage treatment 
in California as the present law does. California has been a State 
which really looks after its people, we cee any school district 
which needs a school or classroom and does not have the bonding 
capacity. In those cases we finance them out of State money. We 
do not ask the Federal Government to assist our school system. 

I believe we should be realistic in this program. I believe a State 
should get just exactly what they are willing to pay for. We are 
all separate entities—all 48 States of the Union. 

I am a States righter. I find a lot of people, however, lose sight 
of the fact that they are States righters when it comes to dipping into 
the Federal Treasury. 

I believe under the proposition recommended by the President, Mr. 
Chairman, your State would receive more money for taking care of 
your sanit: iry conditions as it would under this program. I am re- 
ferring to the President’s in lieu program of taking the Federal 
Government out of direct appropriations. 

I would like to see the Federal law we are now considering do 
just exactly what it started out to do, to have an enforceable law ‘that 
would stop the polluting of the streams to the detriment of the people 
who live downstream. That is what this law was intended to do. It 
was passed for that purpose about 8 years ago, and now we have 
strictly a grant-in-aid program. 

I believe the States would do a better job if they could get the 
Federal grant-in-aid entirely out of the program. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. As I understand it, Mr. Pasek, you are in favor of the 
Joint Federal-State Action Committee’s recommendation for turn- 
ing the authority back to the States ? 

Mr. Pasex. That is right. 

Mr. CRAMER. You would be happy to know, I am sure, that the 
governors’ conference, I have just been informed this morning, ap- 
proved in principle the President’s proposal. 

Mr. Pasex. I certainly am happy to hear that. 

Mr. Cramer. That was promulgated by a Joint Federal-State 
Action Committee recommendation, subject to certain conditions, one 
being the condition which I think we will all agree with, that there 
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be no slowup in this program, and that the manner of handing it back 
to the States will be in such a manner so that it will not only result 
in a slowup, but also the States will get a return of money equal to 
what they are getting from the present Federal program. I am sure 
that is encouraging to you, as it is to a lot of us. 

Mr. Pasex. It certainly is. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Pasek. We appreciate 
your contribution here this morning. 

Our next witness is Mr. C. R. Gutermuth, who represents the Wild- 
life Management Institute. 

If you will give us a brief statement and then file your prepared 
statement for the record, it will be appreciated, Mr. Gutermuth. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 


Mr. Gutermutu. My statement is very concise, Mr. Chairman, and 
I can probably save time if I adhere to the statement. 

I am C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Management 
Institute, which is one of the older private, national conservation or- 
ganizations in this country. Its program, which is devoted to the 
improved management of natural resources in the public interest, has 
been continuous since 1911. 

The conservationists endorse and support the objectives of H. R. 
11714 and similar measures, Mr. Chairman. They always have be- 
lieved that the imperative need for water pollution abatement, which 
led Congress to enact the Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, justi- 
fied a construction grants program in the amount of $100 million 
annually. 

Everyone realized, then, however, that grants-in-aid for the con- 
struction of State-approved municipal sewage treatment facilities was 
a new and untried approach to the rationwide water-pollution prob- 
lem, and that some Members were apprehensive that the United 
States Public Health Service would be able to administer an assistance 
program that exceeded $50 million annually. It is recalled that some 
doubt was expressed back then that the communities across the Na- 
tion, and the States themselves, would participate to the magnitude 
that has proved true since the grants program was initiated in Decem- 
ber 1956. 

The response to the grants program authorized by section 6 of 
Public Law 660 actually has surpassed the expectations of all but the 
most optimistic persons. 

I might say at this point, we are somewhat amazed that the Pub- 
lic Health Service, who have done such an outstanding job in carrying 
out the directive of Congress, have been obliged to come down here 
and report adversely on this measure. We think that it is almost a 
precedent-making situation. 

The applications that have been received by the Public Health 
Service would require, on a dollar value, 72 percent more grants 
assistance money than is available. The people definitely want water 
pollution control, and the public interest that has been manifested in 
the press and in feature articles has been amazing. This observation 
bears out the following quoted words of Dr. Leroy E. Burney, the 
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Surgeon General of the Public Health Service, before the Subcom- 
mittee on Intergovernmental Relations of the House Committee on 
Government Operations: 


Following the institution of a Federal grant-in-aid program— 


Dr. Burney said— 


there is almost always increased activity in State and local health departments 
and a general public awakening of concern about the problem. As the public 
becomes informed of the nature and extent of the problem, additional interest in 
providing State and local appropriations is generated and the effort to meet 
the problem is increased. 

The Federal inducement for sewage treatment plant construction 
under the grants program unquestionably is modest in terms of 
today’s dollar values. The grants comprise only 10 to 12 percent of 
the total sew age treatment plant construction outlays. When it is 
known that the Federal Government furnishes 90 percent of the cost 
of interstate highways, the pollution abatement construction grants 
program must be regarded as modest indeed. 

This comparison should not be construed as a complaint. It is used 
merely to show that for only a small investment by way of grants, 
and some honest-to-goodness leadership, the Federal Government is 
stimulating a level of sewage plant construction never before achieved 
in this country. This token assistance is inducing communities to 
think about local water pollution problems in positive terms. It also 
appears that this provision for Federal assistance is making it easier 
for many communities to arrange the required financing for the 
launching of urgently needed projects. 

No attempt will be made to describe and enumerate the pollution 
control facilities that will be required to restore many of our lakes and 
streams to acceptable standards of water quality. The committee al- 
ready has received substantial and competent testimony on the Na- 
tion’s water pollution control requirements. 

It should be emphasized, however, that in the opinion of the ex- 
perts, the combined treatment capacity facilities constructed and 
put into operation since the grants program was initiated barely is 
keeping pace with new sources of pollution—and, ¢ do not forget, the 
new grants program has been keyed to meeting new pollution ‘control 
needs. No progress has been made toward retiring the huge backlog 
of pollution that has mounted over the years due to Federal, Ste ite, 
and local inaction. As time passes, additional expenditures most cer- 
tainly will be required to replace obsolete treatment plants and to 
modernize others. 

[t has been stated repeatedly that the inadequately treated sewage 
which has been discharged into streams from cities during the past 
35 years has risen in volume on the equivalent of 15 million persons. 
At the same time, the industrial wastes that reach these waters have 
risen to the equal of 60 million persons. Paradoxically, while the 
Nation has progressively and shamefully polluted its available waters, 
the demands on these same streams and lakes to meet. other human 
water needs have risen spectacularly. Whereas we have only a rela- 
tively fixed volume of water ni itionally from which to meet the ris- 
ing demands, we actu: ully have been rendering more water unusable 
or increasingly expensive to refine. This trend must be halted, and 
reversed, if immediate and future water needs are to be met. Public 
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welfare absolutely mandates the end of foul water; cities and indus- 
tries must have clean water sources upon which to draw, and they 
must be charged with the responsibility of returning that water to the 
streams and lakes in good condition. 

Water-pollution control simply cannot and must not be confined to 
the offsetting of new polluting sources. The correction of long-exist- 
ing sources of water contamination is imperative. 

r. Chairman, the conservationists believe that an increased level 
of appropriations for the grants program of the Water Pollution 
Control Act offers the logical starting point for an all-out offensive 
against the alarming pollution problems. Experience shows quite 
clearly that the States, acting on their own, have made little real 
progress by themselves. Most States have sincere and devoted per- 
sonnel plugging away, but the lack of funds, knowledge, and ade- 
quately trained staff members, and the reluctance or inability to work 
cooperatively with neighboring States, undoubtedly have contributed 
to the poor showing. The water-pollution-control agencies in 20 or 
more States receive appropriations of less than $30,000 annually, an 
amount hardly sufficient for salaries and routine operating expenses. 

Only from 1933 to 1939, when Federal funds were available through 
public programs, did construction keep pace with sewage treatment 
needs. The gap between pollution abatement efforts and total water 
pollution is narrowing almost imperceptibly. The remedy to the 
obnoxious water-pollution problem lies in the accelerated construction 
and operation of the much-needed sewage treatment plants. 

The national conservation organizations believe the proposed 
amendment to double the assistance that may be provided for each 
approved sewage-treatment project, as well as to enable more than 
one community to participate in the construction of a single facility 
under the terms of the grants section, is sound. 

It should be stated most emphatically that conservationists do not 
agree with the recommendation of the Joint Federal-State Action 

ommittee that the grants program be handed over to the States. 

I am amazed to hear of the action taken by the governors meeting 
in Florida. That plan is based on the proposed relinquishment to 
the States of certain tax sources, which, in theory, would enable them 
to support the programs that would be jettisoned. 

On the other hand, I can well understand why California and New 
York and States of that kind would be interested in that kind of a 
oa Under that plan the rich States will get richer and the poor 

tates poorer. 

It is well known, however, that the telephone tax, for example, 
would yield varying amounts to the States, and to some much less 
than the amount apportioned under the terms of section 6 of Public 
Law 660. What’s more, the grants program is for a specific purpose. 
The tax revenues that might be received are general in nature and 
there is no assurance that the pollution-control program of any of the 
States would be continued. Indeed, if one goes by the past record, 
and there is no reason to believe from a practical viewpoint that 
the outlook of many State legislatures has changed, the pollution- 
abatement program could be scuttled, and the tax money devoted to 
the numerous uses that might seem to yield more immediate and 
discernible benefits to the impressionable public. 
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I have a copy of H. R. 12524 here, which was introduced by Mr. 
Reed. Under this proposal which calls for the discontinuation of 
Federal grants for the construction of waste treatment facilities I see 
that fund is not earmarked for that specific purpose. I might add it 
was stated here earlier that the fund might be earmarked for this 
purpose, but in that connection, while I am not an attorney, I would 
like to say it raises grave doubts in my mind as to whether or not this 
kind of a bill could be changed or altered so as to earmark this form of 
tax revenue for that specific purpose. 

This is evidently the outcome of this recommendation referred to. 

An excellent appraisal of the Pollution Control Act appeared in the 
August 15, 1957, issue of Engineering News-Record. Marc Leggiero, 
assistant editor of that publication, talked with the people in the 
States and municipalities that know the local water pollution prob- 
lems and participated in the grants program. He stated that it is 
agreed that the program is working and that it is a success. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to have this re- 
print of that brief article, and an accompanying editorial from the 
same periodical, made a part of the record following my statement. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Without objection, it may beso ordered. 

(The document referred will be found on p. 66.) 

Mr. Gutermutu. I would like to call the attention of the members 
to this article, because it gives us information. Here is an impartial 
report of a State survey which was done to find out how the program 
is functioning, and it tells how this grant construction program has 
worked. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Gurermoutu. In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the conservationists 
urge this committee to give prompt and favorable consideration to this 
bill. We trust that the proposal will be approved by the Congress. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you very much for giving us your statement 
and feeling of the wildlife institute. We appreciate it. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Cramer. I have just one question. 

Apparently the gentleman did not fully understand what the con- 
ference’s recommendations were. As I understand it, they approved 
the concept or principle of returning certain powers to the States; and 
returning taxing powers of the Federal Government along with it, 
with certain assurances first that the program will continue at its 
present level, meaning this program, without any stops or cutbacks 
in its transfer from the Federal Government to the States. Secondly, 
that the same amounts now available to the States would continue. 
That answers your question of the rich getting richer and the poor 
getting poorer. 

This bill introduced by Mr. Reed is one piece of legislation. There 
is other legislation being considered as well for introduction. This 
bill of Mr, Reed is just a starting point, so I would not be too con- 
cerned about it being the final draft of legislation on this point. 
Obviously it is going to require a lot of consideration in order to ac- 
complish it within the framework which the governors recommended, 
which I think is consistent with the President’s recommendation. 

Mr. GutermutH. That is fine. I am glad to hear those comments. 

There is only one thing about it, though. I would like to say again 
that experience is the only thing we can go on, and the experience 
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shows we have not gotten this job done until this ae was enacted 
by the Congress. We have been grateful to the Congress for this 
program. We certainly think it would be most deplorable if any ac- 
tion were taken which would slow down this program. 

Mr. Cramer. I agree with you wholeheartedly. 

Mr. Gutermutu. If someone can show us how this program can 
be continued with the positive assurance of its going ahead, all right. 
It should be enlarged rather than cut down. 

Mr. Cramer. I agree with you wholeheartedly that there should 
not be a slowup and I would not support any change of legislation 
unless it were accomplished in that manner. That is all. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. vadade. 

Mr. Scupper. Mr. Gutermuth, I have always termed myself a con- 
servationist. 

Mr. Gurermuta. That is right, and we appreciate your grand sup- 

ort. 
F Mr. Scupper. I am an outdoors person. In fact, I am not running 
for Congress so that I can go out and fish and do more hunting. 

I too take issue with your statement and wonder how you can jus- 
tify it, and where we are going with this program. I am interested in 
cleaning up these streams, and our harbors, and rivers. However, you 
say that “The conservationists believe an increased level of appropria- 
tions for the grants program of the Water Pollution Control Act 
offers the logical starting point for the all-out offensive.” 

If this is only a starting point, how are we ever going to clear up 
the situation? I think if we would put teeth in the law to stop the 
polluting of our streams and then hold the polluter liable for help- 
ing out financially, many States have put up funds, the State of 
Maryland is putting up $5 million a year, according to what the gen- 
tleman from Maryland just testified, I think that would do it. Other 
States should do the same thing. It is their people and their States, 
and they should cooperate. 

If this money from the telephone tax could be returned to the 
States, I believe that telephones are quite representative of the popu- 
lation, and after all, the population creates contamination. So I 
think it is fairly well tied in. 

I am not familiar with the proposal. I just heard today the amount 
of money it would send back to the States. I am interested in ac- 
complishing something. I want to see more done and I think the 
only way we can do it is to be realistic. We have had other testimony 
to the effect that they are not catching up to the program. 

Mr. Gurermurn. That is right. They are not catching up. 

Mr. Scupper. We should stop the pollution by putting teeth in the 
law while we are extending it, and stop the contamination of our 
streams. 

Mr. Gurermutru. Of course, our organization was down here for 
many years. We were here at the time of the original act asking for 
the very thing you are saying. I do want to say, California is some- 
what different. We have interstate problems that are going to require 
a lot more forceful legislation than we have had enacted by the Con- 
gress as yet to solve those problems, and, as you know, California does 
not have many of those interstate problems. 

Mr. Scupper. That is right. That is why I would like to see teeth 
put into the law to make it enforceable. 
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We are taking care of our problems very well in California, and 
we did before this law was put into effect. 

Mr. Gurermuru. We are for that. 

Mr. Scupper. This has stimulated some activity, but we are not 
doing the thing that will stop the polluting of our streams. As has 
been admitted here by numerous people who appeared before us, and, 
as you say also, this will only get us started if we double the kitty. 
Others have said we are not scratching the surface, and words to that 
effect. 

I would like to see this law strengthened so that we can stop the 
polluting of streams. 

Mr. Gurermvurn. I would like to call your attention again to this 
statement which I think is very pertinent. The National Association 
of Manufacturers were here testifying, and I called your attention to 
the fact that in the past 35 years the increase from municipal wastes 
has been equivalent to 15 million persons, and the increase from in- 
dustrial wastes has been equivalent to 60 million people. So let us 
take that into consideration. 

Mr. Scupprr. That is right. I go along with that, regardless of 
who creates the nuisance, let us try and stop the polluting. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Roerrs. Mr. Byrne. 

Mr. Byrne. Mr. Witness, in this proposed bill it is proposed that 
the total of the grants be increased from $500 million to $1 billion. 

Mr. Gurermutu. That is right. 

Mr. Byrne. With reference to the third page of your statement, 
you say there that as time passes additional expenditures most cer- 
tainly will be required to replace obsolete treatment plants, and to 
modernize others. 

You have that statement in mind; do you not ? 

Mr. Gutermutu. That is right. 

Mr. Byrne. From your background and experience, can you project 
your thinking into the next Congress, or something like that, to the 
effect that you will need additional moneys for this particular 
purpose ¢ 

Mr. Gurermutu. No. I was not thinking so far, we will say, as 
the next Congress. What I am trying to say in that connection is 
this: Gentlemen, we are dealing here with one of the most, basic things 
that involves the whole future and security of this Nation—water. It 
is the thing upon which we are all dependent in every phase of our 
activities in life—in business and in the economy of the Nation. 
Everything is dealing with it. We are going to clean up the water of 
this country, gentlemen, or else. 

Mr. Byrne. What are they doing in Chicago? Do you know what 
they have been doing there ? 

Mr. Gurermutu. They are still pulling it out from the Great 
Lakes, from those cribs offshore, and cleaning it, so you have to pick 
your teeth when you get through taking a drink in the morning. 

Mr. Bysne. Some of us just take them out and wash them. 

What are they doing in Chicago to take care of the sewerage and 
pollution ? 

Mr. Gurermutru. Well, they are throwing it into the Calumet 
River. I was amazed to take a look at it the other day. You can 
almost walk across it. 
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Mr. Byrne. Let us get down to details. What is the Sanitary Dis- 
trict of Greater Chicago doing? 

Mr. GurermutH. Well, here I have jokingly made some statements. 

Mr. Byrne. Why do you not answer my question ? 

Mr. GurermutH. The communities are trying to get at their prob- 
lem, I think. I am not familiar enough to answer your questions as 
to exactly what the city of Chicago is doing. 

Mr. Byrne. You do not know anything about the Sanitary District 
of Greater Chicago? Yes, or no? 

Mr. Gurermourtu. I am not familiar enough to comment on it. 

Mr. Byrne. That is all. 

Mr. Rocers. Are there any other questions of Mr. Gutermuth? 

(No oe tema 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Gutermuth, for your testi- 
mony. 

The next witness is Mr. Penfold, conservation director of the Izaak 
Walton League of America. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH W. PENFOLD, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR 
OF THE IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA 


Mr. Penroxtp. Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement. It is 
deliberately brief so as not to clutter up the record with repetition. 

Mr. Rocers. Fine. 

Mr. Penrotp. I am Joseph W. Penfold, conservation director of 
the Izaak Walton League of America. The league is a national 
membership organization, dedicated to the conservation and wise use 
of the Nation’s rural resources. 

I am sure I need not remind this committee that the league 
throughout its history of more than 36 years has given priority of 
attention to the problems and programs of cleaning up the lakes and 
streams of our country. League membership over the years has 
worked at National, State, river-basin, and local levels to accomplish 
this objective. 

Substantial progress has been made. At the same time, spiraling 
population, urbanization, industrialization coupled with an increas- 
ing per capita consumption of water for all purposes, have vastly 
compounded the problem. 

It seems clear to us that Public Law 660 has provided great 
stimulus to the pollution-abatement program on a national basis. 
The program is on the move; it is gaining momentum. It looks, at 
long last, as if we may indeed achieve the final objective—that all our 
waters may again be clean and fully usable for all purposes, munici- 
pal, agricultural, industrial—and by no means to be minimized—for 
wholesome outdoor recreation. 

We believe the program has proved itself and has demonstrated 
that the original proposal of $100 million per year can be properly 
used and should be made available. 

Last week at our 36th annual national convention in Colorado 
Springs, the delegates adopted two resolutions, which I have at- 
tached to this brief statement and which we would appreciate having 
incorporated in the record as a part of this statement. 

The first supports strongly H. R. 11714, which you have before 
you. The other just as strongly rejects proposals which would elimi- 
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nate the Federal program and shift Federal responsibilities to the 
States. 

We do not minimize the primary responsibility of the local com- 
munity to clean up its own mess, and in hundreds of communities 
across the Nation local Izaak Walton units have supported, promoted, 
and fought for pollution-abatement programs and projects, bond is- 
sues, and otherwise to expedite securing of clean waters. Nor do we 
minimize the responsibilities of the States and their State agencies— 
and in most every State league chapters and State divisions have pro- 
moted, supported, and fought for strong State laws and vigorous 
enforcement. 

But there is a national responsibility beyond State and local re- 
sponsibilities. Water is not a natural resource, such as coal, iron, 
copper, timber, or even soil. It may not be captured and retained 
by anyone. It is always on the move in the hydrologic cycle, from 
the sea and ever back to the sea. Snowfall on the peaks back of m 
home in Colorado becomes water in the faucets of Los Angeles. Pol- 
lution in Yellowstone Park may plague the good citizens of New 
Orleans. Water is a natural resource as well as a State and local 
resource. We are privileged to use water, but water defies absolute 
ownership. We do not believe the Federal Government in the in- 
terests of all the people should relinquish national responsibilities 
which it alone can exercise. 

We believe Public Law 660 comes close to the ideal for getting a 
broad national objective accomplished through Federal, State, munici- 
pal, and citizen cooperation. 

We believe the program should be expanded and expedited as pro- 
vided in H. R. 11714. We would consider it a tragic backward step 
should H. R. 12524 be enacted. 

The Izaak Walton League of America appreciates the opportunity 
to appear before this committee, which has given such distinguished 
service to the people of the Nation. 

I can sum it all up by saying we hope that you give prompt and 
favorable attention to H. R. 11714. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Thank you very much, Mr. Penfold, for your very 
short and concise statement, and for presenting us with the views of 
the Izaak Walton League of America. 

Are there any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Rocrers. If not, we thank you very much, and we will make 
the resoiutions attached to your statement a part of the record, with- 
out objection. 

(The documents referred to are as follows :) 


THE IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC. 
Resolution No. 2.—Abandonment of Construction Grants, Pollution Abatement 


Whereas Public Law 660 of the 84th Congress, the Federal Pollution Control 
Act of 1956, has proved its value by stimulating the construction of pollution 
abatement works to a major degree; 

Whereas this act makes provision for grants-in-aid to municipalities for 
water-pollution control through construction of treatment plants and has greatly 
stimulated this construction ; 

Whereas the President’s Joint Federal-State Action Committee recommends 
that the construction-grants provisions of Public Law 660 be abandoned ; 
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Whereas, the President’s Joint Federal-State Action Committee recommends 
that this function be considered a local responsibility and be returned to the 
States for administration ; 

Whereas programs of pollution abatement as administered by the individual 
States have in the past failed to keep pace with an ever-increasing need: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Izaak Walton League of America in its 36th Annual Con- 
vention assembled at Colorado Springs, Colo., this 16th day of May 1958, 
Strongly urges the governors’ conference to reject this recommendation of the 
Federal-State Joint Action Committee ; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the President of the 
United States, the chairman of the governors’ conference, and to the governors 
of the States. 


Resolution No. 3—Grants-in-aid, Pollution Abatement Projects 


Whereas Public Law 660 of the 84th Congress, the Federal Pollution Control 
Act of 1956, has been under actual administration for a period of 18 months; . 
Whereas this act authorized $50 million a year for a 10-year program of 
grants-in-aid to municipalities for water-pollution control through construction 

of treatinent plants; 

Whereas Congress appropriated for this purpose the full amount of $50 mil- 
lion for fiscal year 1957 and $45 million for fiscal year 1958. 

Whereas during the first year and a half of the administration over 1,000 
projects have been approved; the total cost of these works is $400 million with 
the Federal contribution $83 million ; 

Whereas as there now is a tremendous backlog of treatment works awaiting 
funds for construction ; 

Whereas quality water is vital to the health and welfare of every American 
citizen : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Izaak Walton League of America, Inc., in its 36th Annual 
Convention assembled at Colorado Springs, Colo., this 16th day of May 1958, 
strongly urges the Congress to increase the grant-in-aid program to a level of 
$100 million per year, that the maximum Federal aid for each project be in- 
creased to $500,000, and that the total authorization provided by Public Law 660 
be increased to $1 billion; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the President; the 
Director of the Budget; the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare: the Surgeon General; Members of the Congress, and the governors 
of the respective States. 


Mr. Rocers. Now we have a large group from Kentucky. I under- 
stand there will be one spokesman for the group. We would like to 
recognize Mr. H. D. Reed, Jr., assistant attorney general of 


Kentucky. 


STATEMENT OF H. D. REED, JR., ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL 
OF THE STATE OF KENTUCKY 


Mr. Reep. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. And the Honorable Jo Ferguson, attorney general and 
ex officio member of the Kentucky State Water Control Commission. 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Ferguson is not here. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Lewis F. Birkel, executive director of the Ken- 
tucky State Water Pollution Control Commission. We are glad to 
have you with us. 

Also Mr. William Lampkin, attorney, Kentucky State Water Pol- 
lution Control Commission. 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Lampkin is also not present. There are just two 
in the delegation. 

My name is H. D. Reed, Jr., Mr. Chairman, assistant attorney 
general of Kentucky. I certainly appreciate the opportunity to 
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appear before the committee. I know the committee has heard a 
number of witnesses, so I will make my comments as brief as possible. 

I think everything we wanted to say in connection with the pro- 
posed legislation we have put in our written statement which I have 
given to the reporter. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, your written statement will be 
made a part of the record at this point. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVES OF KENTUCKY WATER POLLUTION CONTROL 
COMMISSION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the Kentucky Water Pollu- 
tion Control] Commission is grateful to the subcommittee for the opportunity 
afforded to present this statement in connection with the subcommittee’s consid- 
eration of legislation in the water-pollution-abatement field. 

At the outset we wish to state that the Kentucky Water Pollution Control 
Commission and its individual members are on public record as favoring the 
construction-grant program of Public Law 660. Also, at a regular meeting of 
the commission on May 13, 1958, the commission adopted a resolution favoring, 
in principle, the proposed legislation which would increase the total grant 
authorization from the presently authorized $50 million to $100 million, and 
which would raise the ceiling on the amount allowed to any one grant from the 
present $250,000 or 30 percent of the cost of the project cost (whichever is the 
lesser) to the proposed $500,000 or 30 percent of the project cost (whichever is 
the lesser). The commission also favors the proposal that the present law be 
umended or modified so that municipalities will be permitted to band together 
in constructing joint projects with each community being eligible for a grant 
for its share of the total cost of the project. 

We propose to direct our statement to three main aspects of the subject 
matter of the legislation. Outlined briefly, they are— 

1. Suggested modification of the proposal to liberalize the construction- 
grant program. 

2. The importance of the construction grant provision of Public Law 
660 in eliminating and reducing water pollution. 

3. The economic and social importance of water pollution abatement 
program participated in by all levels of government. 


SUGGESTED MODIFICATION OF THE PROPOSAL TO LIBERALIZE THE WATER-POLLUTION 
GRANT PROGRAM 

Increase of individual grant 

The commission’s experience has shown that it is the smaller communities 
where the need for financial assistance is greatest. Many small Kentuck munici- 
palities with inadequate or no treatment facilities usually have questionable or 
inarginal financial ability to undertake construction even in those cases where 
a grant of 30-percent of the project cost is available. We have estimated from 
studies of the communities throughout the State that there are some 48 com- 
munities which would thus be classified. In all, there are an estimated 73 
communities with some sewers, not providing treatment or having inadequate 
treatment, with the following population distribution : 
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The distribution on a population basis of the 20 municipalities currently 
participating in the grant program is of interest. This distribution is as fol- 
lows: 
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19,000: te. QOGGG. oi. d iieicuc witintcend cctenatuéew anaes decanted 2 
5 O0G: 07 | is i sins S etc: Wieck ba wht canescens bpenitedgoletnitmnailaaldieiecainde + 
Under 5,000_- wich ian tical tn ens vandal ania cance i eink eicadaeaeaeniaiainaien nated Aan 12 
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It can be seen from the foregoing summaries that most of the communities 
to date in Kentucky which have received Federal grants for the construction 
of treatment facilities have been in the small population category. It can also 
be seen that most of the communities needing facilities are also in this smaller 
population group. While it is true that the communities are small, the total 
combined population represent a pollution load to our streams as great as the 
larger sources of pollution. In addition, the location of many of these sources 
of pollution on small streams represent a greater hazard to public water sup- 
plies than some of our larger sources of pollution. In fact, some of our com- 
munities discharge untreated sewage above their own water plant intakes. 

Consequently, increasing the maximum grant for one particular municipality 
from the present $250,000 to $500,000 will not be of much significant aid to 
smaller municipalities. We believe that, insofar as the State of Kentucky is 
concerned, it would be of greater advantage to include in the legislation a pro- 
vision which would enable smaller communities, for example in the 5,000 
population class or less, to receive grants of $500,000 or 50 percent of the total 
cost of the project, whichever is the lesser, limiting the application of the 30 
percent factor to cities and metropolitan areas having more sizable populations. 

Therefore, if it is the desire of the members of this subcommittee to liberalize 
the grant provisions of the Water Pollution Control Act in order to make the 
act a more effective weapon against water pollution, then we believe consid- 
eration should be given to modifying the grant provisions so as to make it easier 
for a smaller community to finance such projects. A provision which we be- 
lieve would be effective and possibly more equitable than simply making a 50 
percent factor applicable to cities of 5,000 population or less, would be to 
graduate the percentage and total contribution ceilings somewhat in the follow- 
ing manner: 











“+ 
| Grant not 
Maximum to exceed 
Population to be served by proposed treatment facility grant percent of 
| possible | the project 

| cost 

(1) | (2) (3) 
a — — — rns ee ae re 
NS Bi casi shrank dining alot Sis enbtbaathed sanenwortenws etal $500, 000 30 
i ews miata o anes isin oie meee oe | $500, 000 34 
oo th cotnucedchneece lian ainshsecae dhl Auiawaeln aeabie aerate cache $500, 000 | 38 
Lo | ci eee ob welt bab dblatokibhbiabe twa dob uttannat ] $500, 000 | 42 
IDS ci cicihitdipainbiiay’ incidlinwstin aides na Westbehinsabh hee abiest wecsenncennsen| $500, 000 | 4h 
RN on cere snes sam econe a lle ee cia Sie EE a Reames ciara $500, 000 50 





Any reasonable variation of this proposal would, in our opinion, be a step 
in the right direction if it accomplishes the solution of some of the financial 
problems confronting small communities in constructing treatment facilities. 


Increase in total grant authorizations 

Requests for funds in excess of Kentucky’s allotment for fiscal year 1956-57 
were $251,473, and requests for fiscal year 1957-58 were $866,786 in excess 
of the allotment. It is also expected that requests will exceed the allotment 
for fiscal year 1958-59 if the allotment is based on the presently authorized rate. 

Therefore, doubling the total amount to be expended for all grants will 
enable more Kentucky communities to participate each year and thus will 
be of assistance to a greater number of small communities in our State. 


Joint projects 

There are a number of municipal areas in the State where it is difficult to 
determine where one city begins and another ends. For example, in the 
northern Kenucky area there are at least 18 individual, separately incorporated 
cities where this situation exists. It would certainly be more economical for 
such communities to join into construction by a single project. This feature 
of the proposed legislation permitting municipalities to band together in con- 
structing joint projects with each community being eligible for a grant for its 
share of the total cost of the project will materially assist at least four metro- 
politan areas in Kentucky which are faced with financial difficulties in con- 
nection with the planning and constructing of sewage-treatment facilities. 








eh a 4 te ih & aiken ee oe eee Oo 


tw 


19 


19 


19% 


198 





2 ee RNR 


AMEND FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 233 


PUBLIC LAW 660 HAS BEEN OF VITAL ASSISTANCE IN ELIMINATING AND REDUCING 
WATER POLLUTION 


It will be recalled that principal among the arguments raised against the 
amendment of the Water Pollution Control Act to include grants to munici- 
palities for the construction of treatment facilities was that by offering such 
grants the Federal Government would actually be retarding progress being 
made in eliminating pollution. This argument was advanced upon the theory 
that communities would withhold action until such time as they were in a 
position to get Federal grants. Obviously, future improvements in sewage 
treatment are geared to the construction-grant program. In fact, it is our 
opinion, that withdrawal of grant funds would cause a recession of con- 
struction activities in this field except in cases of extreme nature. Exper- 
ience of the commission, however, has shown that many of the communities 
which have undertaken the construction and planning of treatment facilities 
since the passage of Public Law 660 would not have undertaken such a task 
without financial assistance of the nature provided by the bill. The following 
table indicates the construction of treatment facilities for the past 6 years: 


New or additions to sewage-treatment plants which started construction during 
fiscal year 





Cost, plant | Population, 


Year and city and inter- | 1950 census 

















| ceptor 

ce : | | —_—___— 

1952: | 
Northern Kentucky sanitation district - _-- Npictiinina bine ote $7, 600, 000 138, 528 
Mayfield stalked weidién eietndadetaaien aaa a atiaehead te a O tee odientiertacte tice | 485, 600 | 8, 990 
a Sa ee svnntinas Lovdeweduwulaudsanitkecaccaeweel 96, 165 | 2, 926 
PWN oes decconseneeheceh ees = eae beet _.-| 8, 181, 165 | 150, 444 
1953: ene aie 
PEO oc wre coat Mi duidetndubldsh abth dbdeh tniedadahiinds deel é sual 218, 000 5, 388 
NE iin otisiniiiticharntibbiainatna tabiddatidnd nda dd sidiaadeed negceadl 61, 880 593 
Total......... dee 2 eet, hu oe fee iL eas Ses al 279, 880 | 5, 981 
1954: | : aa - ‘ 
COMPO IGS «or ts ss peneaaskacnnddbwnmiocataotmsset- idee tiene 68, 125 | 800 
Henderson..-..-.-......- canaué siteasdioivenreniianenananuiaeea | 1, 088; 625 16, 837 
antic thotnnmetnidl aitaleced wie dedidiesietiaiirensiemaaahiaiil | 1, 106, 750 | 17, 637 
1955 Linie 
a a ae te a Ee a ee nats. wcaduldeiindioddald 116, 000 | 657 
CORSET. a vrcandbccinetn cemesen nga teieepithtlagsiatpasdecid a aieebiax@enenadadie’ 141, 000 3, 477 
TN ie ann at gtk ot cases mar tirtaed canton aun rs eee | 2,111, 534 | 12, 000 
POUND So osc. sccse ds sivcebs Sa Shwe Siguseneeboaaetehs | 6, 500, 000 | 369, 129 
Cynthiana. -. inns bepheideation bite os aemun shin dip e ers ; at 274, 912 | 4, 847 
Paducah inane he ait ito aldol ttl Son iciediesAdiadeadieais daadieia tee <i 7 we 1, 178, 684 32, 828 
WINE. oan catbonnkokateatiodnhnccgodntde scaeboeuc ieee ee 152, 286 | 1, 329 
Total... itieptie cubmnctdbeebhdhdhosetcdbdensin dee acheliee sensei 10, 474, 416 | 424, 267 
1956: | - lt See de 
Witenes ison tals be he ie Se a gaays & 750, 904 | 12, 526 
Jeflersontown..-- niiuitigiead ainaabbs hae SLE ee ae 426, 282 1, 246 
Madisonville a apna eine duGbuds tains ooleinals dele wbdasneaeel 990, 665 11, 132 
Owensboro. juatctnicwpdea 7 dian p dintein «apelin -| 2, 649, 545 33, 651 

| 

jennncinncheann achat 

TNR cased hakgpp dds « dtllpite alloted aiid aed aia catatonia | 4, 817, 396 | 58, 555 
1958: ; ie | mits te 
RAMUS VING . .. nscceces b cnakinannbdudddddbcati aad aes S DG Oe Encascuneccce a 
SU Sok ee ee jin tosntadhdsiwe eehedlantinas ema dtp snillckabes echt 120, 000 1, 462 
Greenville é ss ' sale abate] 185, 845 2, 650 
LaGrange. - ; bs Seal beatae SLi akties beet 385, 805 1, 558 
Re Sanit cawuk-uphaivacsdginahae check Spichd apid a pines 109, 000 | 6, 035 
Lynch jet a J 2 ~ ctiilamreehaeainn aimteae aaa 2 350, 000 | 5, 452 
Morehead. -._...-- steel secnescadtsbsdinn toihichebbinabienee | 442, 500 | 3, 102 
Se sian tile aides Odile Shatdeicble headin dintelnesiccamed amie 22, 400 | 1, 249 
Muldraugh.......- sesdquasaqebieyenss bathe fevtnaddoas = 86, 725 | 700 
WG 3 enaeecenebidicten Ge asccuetch ceihtaniaee oeihs dinsnee badid aaoieeneadens 7 3, 102, 275 | 22, 208 


1 Portion of interceptor. 
2 Approximately, 
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Additional projects which will be built under Public Law 660 in 1959 that have 
been certified and grant offer made 























City | Cost | Grant | Population 
| | 
‘a ee Natt at ok tae | J po 
I So ee oe le cnet eneeaeingsl | $156, 519 | $38, 205 | 931 
I 2S. 7 Os a os os aad Sadbes 341, 000 102, 300 4, 154 
i on lenin cutheeisieenidide 315, 000 | 105, 000 3, 226 
! I Nee a ed ee) oe ceekee 290, 000 87, 000 4, 150 
I no) Be  cicla iebciironnnns 195, 000 | 54, 750 1, 502 
ee TS Os tS. ene savin sahiaic inet 687, 500 180, 000 6, 986 
NTE cc naipgionnen = sided Sra | 246, 000 5, 154 
De hee Ser ok, OO ee Ih ee en 2, 870, 019 813, 255 26, 103 
Summary of Public Law 660 

Percent of grant 

; to total cost 
; Total construction cost, $10,143,492; grant, $2,021,497__.__________________ 19.9 
Completed projects, $1,376,477 ; grant, $230,476________________-__--__-_~_ 16. 7 
Under construction, $3,957,744: grant, $551,0138_......._...............- 13.9 






Total grant paid all projects, $465,977.74. 


It should be noted that this table indicates in 1952 and 1955 more money was 
expended for treatment facilities than in the years in which Public Law 660 has 
been in operation. This is due to the letting of large contracts by two metro- 
politan areas for treatment facilities. However, the table does show the tre- 
mendous expansion in such activities by smaller communities since the passage 
of Public Law 660. In all truthfulness, it can be said, without question, that 
Public Law 660 has stimulated construction activity in smaller municipalities 
and in those least able to finance these needed projects. 












THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL IMPORTANCE OF A WATER POLLUTION ABATEMENT PROGRAM 
PARTICIPATED IN BY ALL LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT 







Those interested in our conservation efforts can take pride in the existence 
of Public Law 660. It has strengthened the effectiveness of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act while leaving the primary responsibility for pollution con- 
trol in the hands of the States. 

Water requirements will constantly increase, not only because of the increased 
demands by constantly growing industrial requirements, but because of con- 
tinual increases in population and increased demands by agricultural, recrea- 
tional, and other legitimate uses. Preservation of our water resources, therefore, 
makes water pollution one of our major conservation problems. 

While it is difficult to dramatize the accomplishments of Public Law 660, it 
has been estimated that the plans constructed and planned will result in the 
recovery of 395 miles of Kentucky’s streams. Of more importance, the Com- 
mission has received daily evidence of growing public support for the water 
pollution abatement program. This, in itself, is probably the most tangible evi- 
dence of the success of the program which has been in operation only a few years. 


Mr. Rocers. Are you in favor of the legislation ? 

Mr. Reep. The State of Kentucky favors the legislation based upon 
the operation of Public Law 660 in Kentucky over the life of that 
program. It has been instrumental in cleaning up 350 miles of 
streams as best we can estimate. It has been of particular benefit to 
smaller communities in the State of Kentucky, which in our judg- 
ment cannot or could not have financially undertaken this construe- 
tion of treatment facilities without the 30-percent level of contribu- 
tion federally provided for by the bill. 

We anticipate we are really making progress under the program. 
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| We think it will be a great improvement if it is expanded as it is in 
the proposed legislation. 
Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Reed. We appreciate you 






and your colleagues coming to give us the views of the State of 
Kentucky. 
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Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Scupper. I just glanced through the program of the gentleman 
from Kentucky. I notice you are “advocating that they” raise the 
grant from $500,000 to 50 percent of the total cost of the project. 

Mr. Reep. We have suggested in the Kentucky pattern that the 
problems of Kentucky can probably be better met insofar as the 
smaller communities are concerned if the 30 percent factor limitation 
there is increased in communities of 5,000 population, or smaller. 

Mr. Scupper. In other words, on a $100,000 job you would ask that 
the Federal Government contribute $50,000? 

Mr. — On a $100,000 project in a community that had 1,500 
people in it, but due to the nature of the pollution problem it was 
something th it ought to be handled in the overall program, but still 
the economic situation of the c ity was such that undertaking it on its 
own was infeasible and it would never be done without some level of 
aid in excess of 30 percent, we think that this should be the pattern. 
Judging from the applications we have had, smaller communities are 
the ones that have benefited most by this program in our State, and 
we have undertaken to assign a priority formula to some 208 munici- 
palities in the State for the purpose of allotting grants. That for- 
mula is developed primarily on the basis of the particular nature of 
the pollution problems in the municipal area. 

We have seen that a number of communities where they are having 
severe pollution effects have not undertaken to apply. In going into 
the reasons for it, we find that the financial resources of the commu- 
nity are just suc h that they cannot undertake to construct the facility, 
even at the 30-percent Federal grant level. 

Mr. Scupper. Does the State have a cooperative fund? Many 
States have. 

Mr. Reep. You mean in the Maryland sense ? 

Mr. Scupper. Yes. 

Mr. Reep. No,sir. Not in the Maryland sense. 

Mr. Scupper. I cannot imagine it. Kentucky is a beautiful State, 
and I know you want to keep your streams clean. I think many have 
the idea that when the Federal Government once gets into a program, 
they will or should finally take it over. Personally I believe that the 
States should take care of their own problems as much as possible. 
Otherwise the Federal Government will eventually take over the 
functions normally handled by the States. 

Many people seem to want a greater amount of participation by 
the Federal Government, and we have received testimony that we 
are not on top of the job yet. We are honestly looking for some 
means by which we can improve sanitary conditions. 

Mr. Reep. I think we are making progress in Kentucky under 
Public Law 660. 

Mr. Scupper. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Reed. Now we have Mrs. Carl Shoe- 
maker, who will present a statement for the record on behalf of the 
National Council of State Garden Clubs. 

Mr. Suoemaker. Mrs. Shoemaker could not come this morning, but 
she will present her statement to the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. Rocers. Fine. Without objection the statement will be made a 
part of the record in this morning’s session. 
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(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. Cart D. SHOEMAKER, NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE GARDEN 
CLUBS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Mrs. Carl D. Shoe- 
maker. I am a member of the legislative committee of the National Council of 
State Garden Clubs, an organization of affiliated garden clubs in 46 States, 
representing at total membership of more than 350,000 members, including the 
National Capital Garden Club League in the Washington metropolitan area. 

You, Mr. Chairman, have received a wire from Mrs. George Swearingen, 
chairman of our legislative committee, from Seattle, Wash., where the National 
Council of State Garden Clubs in convention assembled expressed support of 
H. R. 11714. I appreciate this opportunity to emphasize again the interest of 
garden club people in clean streams and to extend comments on several points. 

Two years ago, as a representative of the National Council of State Garden 
Clubs, I appeared before this committee in support of legislation which became 
Public Law 660. At that time we indicated the belief that the Federal Govern- 
ment must assume the leadership and acceptance of a large responsibility in 
abating pollution. The argument then as now that pollution control is a purely 
local responsibility is begging the question and sidestepping the issue. 

Further, we favor grants-in-aid to stimulate construction of treatment facili- 
ties where they are most needed, namely, in smaller communities unable to 
finance them ; and enforcement provisions so necessary if an effective abatement 
program is to be realized. 

Of course, it requires huge sums of tax money to do an adequate cleanup job. 
However, merely keeping abreast of the problem is not sufficient and our citizens 
appreciate that fact. More people, more industry, add to the pollution load. 
To cope with such a situation demands greater financial outlay than has yet 
been authorized. Public Law 660 was a compromise measure. Originally it 
provided annual appropriations of $100 million, and a billion dollars for the 
life of the act (10 years). The pending bill, H. R. 11714, simply brings the 
compromise measure up to its original authorization. The longer the delay, 
the costlier becomes the program. 


With respect to Federal enforcement, this is a feature which industry, and’ 


some State officials, have opposed bitterly in any proposed pollution-control leg- 
islation, to my knowledge, for some 20 years. Significantly, the States operat- 
ing separately have been unable, or unwilling, to attack pollution in interstate 
waters although pollution recognizes no geographical boundaries. Even in the 
few river basins united in interstate compacts, the lack of enforcement powers 
has handicapped the governing body in initiating effective cleanup campaigns on 
an interstate basis. 

However, during the 18 months that Public Law 660 has been in operation, 
according to data available, the Public Health Service has initiated action 
concerning 7 separate interstate river areas resulting in time schedules 
being set for construction facilities in several instances. The first action ever 
taken—State, Federal, or local—involving a radioactive pollutant was done 
under authority of the present law. That national recognition of our serious 
pollution problem, accompanied by enforcement powers, is a stimulant to action 
is indicated in a statement by Dr. Leroy E. Burney, Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service, before the Fountain committee of the House, in which 
he said in part: 

“* * * Since the act has been in effect, the results of this Federal-State-local 
cooperative program have included * * * enforcement actions resulting in 
scheduling of remedial facility construction estimated to cost $400 million [and] 
approval of 966 construction grant projects estimated to cost approximately 
$375 million and involving approximately $80 million in Federal grant funds.” 

Without strong enforcement provisions and adequate funds for implementing 
projects, any so-called pollution-control legislation is farcical. If anything, we 
would urge more direct and speedy enforcement procedures than presently are 
authorized. Should this committee decide to extend the jurisdiction of en- 
forcement provisions, or strengthen them, such proposals undoubtedly would 
receive sympathetic consideration by all persons interested in preserving the 
water resources of this country. 
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The work done under the act of 1956 (Public Law 660) has demonstrated 
that the pollution control program has stimulated and accelerated the installa- 
tion of treatment plants in every State of the Union. Hard-pressed com- 
munities along with better financed cities have felt the urge to do something 
and have taken advantage of the incentives. When this act went into effect 
18 months ago, there was opposition to the construction grants from some 
sources. Happily today many of those who scoffed have come to praise. 

It is earnestly hoped that this committee will recommend H. R. 11714 to the 
Congress for early approval. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Rocrers. Now Mrs. Anne Wilkins, I believe, wants to submit 
a statement for the record. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. ANNE WILKINS, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF 
SUPERVISORS OF FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


Mrs. Wirkins. Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate it if I could 
make a few remarks. 

Mr. Rocers. Go ahead, Mrs. Wilkins. 

Mrs. WitKrns. I am representing the water supply and pollution 
abatement committee of the Washington Metropolitan Regional Con- 
ference. This conference is, of course, primarily concerned with the 
Washington metropolitan region and ‘its problems, since it is made 
up of the members of the local governing bodies in the metropolitan 
area. 

I am sure all of you are familiar with the problem as far as pol- 
lution abatement is concerned as I am sure you cross the Potomac 
occasionally. I can assure you the local governments in the area are 
not satisfied with the situation which exists and most of us are doing 
our utmost to try to clear up the situation. However, I would like 
to point out that not only the District of Columbia but the whole 
metropolitan region is fairly reeling with Federal impact—the im- 
pact of such installations as the Atomic Energy Commission, the 
Central Intelligence Agency and, in our case, also the Chantilly 
Airport. 

Those agencies, plus the satellite communities which come with 
them, have strained our resources almost as far as they can go. 

We recognize that in addition to the problems of this area where 
the Federal responsibilities are fairly clear, that other urban areas 
in the country also have similar problems. It would appear that 
pollution abatement in interstate streams is definitely a Federal 
responsibility to some extent. We feel that help and encouragement 
is needed by most communities to provide these pollution abatement 
facilities to protect the public health. 

I would like to point out that if recession inspired public works 
are important to the national economy, none could be more important 
and more helpful than pollution abatement public works. 

It is the hope of the water supply and pollution abatement com- 
mittee that this Committee on Public Works will approve a sizable 
increase in the authorization of funds under Public Law 660. Thank 
you. 

Mr. Roeers. Thank you, Mrs. Wilkins, for your very fine state- 


ment. Your prepared statement will be made a part of the record 
at this point. 
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(The prepared statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY ANNE WILKINS, CHAIRMAN, FAIRFAX BoArD OF COUNTY 
SUPERVISORS 


I am Anne Wilkins, chairman, Fairfax, Va., Board of County Supervisors. 
I am appearing today representing the water supply and pollution abatement 
committee of the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference. 

The conference, organized within the past year, is made up of the members 
of the governing bodies of all the local jurisdictions in the Washington metro- 
politan area. It is our purpose to work together toward solutions to the many 
problems which have developed as a result of the rapid urbanization and sub- 
urbanization of the region surrounding the Nation’s Capital. 

As undoubtedly is well known to you, either from personal observation in 
crossing the Potomac River, or from recent newspaper and TV accounts, one 
of the major problems of the area is stream pollution. J can assure you that 
none of the local governments in the area are satisfied with the present water 
quality of the Potomac at the door to the Nation’s Capital and most of us today 
are straining our resources to the utmost to improve it. However, the rapid 
population growth in our suburban communities has made almost impossible 
demands for financing of all kinds of capital improvements including schools, 
hospitals, public health clinics, police stations, streets, sidewalks, and sewers. 
Within a period of a few years we must provide these things which most cities 
can build over a generation. 

There is, of course, a very special sphere of Federal responsibility in the 
Nation’s Capital. From the beginning this has been recognized in connection 
with the Federal City. Today, however, the Nation’s Capital is no longer 
bounded by the limits of the District of Columbia. Instead it includes a vast 
metropolitan area. Not just the District of Columbia but the entire metropolitan 
area is reeling from Federal impact. Lands taken off the tax rolls by such 
Federal installations as AEC, CIA and the Chantilly Airport make it difficult 
for outlying jurisdictions to finance the necessary public works. The problem 
goes beyond the Federal installations themselves. Fairfax County has funds 
available to construct sewage disposal facilities for the CIA at Langley but 
as yet we have not been able to finance facilities which will be needed to take 
care of the inevitable satellite community which will follow. Last year we 
received $137,945 under Public Law 660 which is infinitesimal beside our $20 
million sewer program but it helped us increase the degree of treatment from 
primary to secondary in two sewage treatment plants. 

While we are, of course, primarily concerned with the Washington metro- 
politan area where the Federal responsibility is very clear, it is recognized that 
similar problems of pollution control face other rapidly growing urban areas. 
It would appear that pollution abatement in interstate waters is definitely a 
Federal responsibility. Help and encouragement is needed by most communities 
to provide these facilities to protect the public health. 

If recession-inspired public works are important to the national economy, 
none could do more good than pollution-abatement works. It is hoped that this 
committee will approve a sizable increase in the authorization of funds under 
the Pollution Control Act (Public Law 660). 


RESOLUTION OF WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN REGIONAL CONFERENCE WATER 
ScpPpLy AND POLLUTION ABATEMENT COMMITTER, MARCH 26, 1958 


Whereas there is at this time a marked and unusual increase in unemploy- 
ment; and 

Whereas there is within the Washington metropolitan area and elsewhere 
throughout the United States an acute need for construction of works to abate 
present and prevent future pollution of interstate streams: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Washington Metropolitan Regional Conference recom- 
mends and advoeates that the amounts authorized by the Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act Amendments of 1956, Public Law 660, 84th Congress, for allocation to 
the States for construction of pollution-abatement works, to wit, $50 million 
per annum, be increased so as to become a major part of any Federal public- 
works program and that the same be implemented by adequate appropriations 
to the end that the obvious national and local needs for stimulating employment 
and pollution contro) may both be thereby met. 
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Mrs. Burrcu. Mrs. Wilkins, may I commend you for coming here 
and making this fine statement on behalf of the Garden Clubs. I, 
myself, was a member of the Garden Clubs for a long number of 
years and I am happy to see that you are going into the fundamental 
problems that we as women can see and realize, I think, many times 
more often than some of the men do. 

I want to praise you very highly for coming here and making this 
statement because it shows that the women of America really realize 
the importance of the preservation of the water resources of this Na- 
tion. I think you made a very fine statement. 

Mrs. Witxins. Thank you, Mrs. Blitch. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much and thank you for coming, Mrs. 
Wilkins. Now, Mr. Canham, I believe, has a statement to present 
for the record. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT A. CANHAM, APPEARING ON BEHALF OF 
THE FEDERATION OF SEWAGE & INDUSTRIAL WASTES ASSO- 
CIATIONS 


Mr. Cannam. My name is Robert A. Canham, with the Federation 
of Sewage and Industrial Wastes Associations. We have a prepared 
statement. 

Mr. Rocers. Is it in support or in opposition ? 

Mr. Canuam. May I read about two paragraphs? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. If you can just summarize it in your own words, 
we would appreciate it. 

Mr. Canuam. Briefly, our views are in favor of supporting the 
first amendment of section 6 of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act calling for an increase to $500,000 for a single project for in- 
dividual communities. We also support the amendment calling for 
reallocation of unused funds. 

We believe the construction needs for the coming year can benefit 
by increasng the Federal grants to $100 million, 

We further believe that in long-range planning there could be 
better utilization of funds if aimed toward stimulating increased 
State and municipal participation in construction of waste-water- 
treatment facilities. With this reservation in mind we recommend 
favorable consideration of the bill. 

Mr. Rogers. All right, sir. Thank you very much for coming. 
Your statement will be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The prepared statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF TIIE FEDERATION OF SEWAGE AND INDUSTRIAL WASTES ASSOCIATIONS 
TuHrRouGH Its EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE BY Rovert A. CANHAM 


This statement is presented in behalf of the Federation of Sewage and In- 
dustrial Wastes Associations through its executive committee. The constitution 
and bylaws of this organization empowers the executive committee to provide 
policy action in the interim between meetings of is board of directors. 

The federation is a group of 42 State and regional associations including 47 
of the States, with a total membership of 7,500, and has the following objectives : 
The advancement of fundamental and practical knowledge concerning the 
nature, collection, treatment, and disposal of sewage and industrial wastes; the 
design, construction, operation and management of sewer systems and treatment 
works: the study, promotion and encouragement of improved sanitation of 
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waterways; the publication of the monthly technical journal, Sewage and In- 
dustrial Wastes; and other relevant activities. 

Its membership represents a thorough cross section of those with interests in 
the sewage and industrial wastes problems, These include Federal, State, inter- 
state, and municipal interests, as well as consultants, equipment manufacturers, 
industries with waste problems, educators, and researchers. 

During the hearings on H. R. 9540 in March 1956, this organization supported 
the legislation, believing the principles to be sound. It was further pointed out 
that the United States Public Health Service, in administering the legislation, 
would find great mutual confidence and cooperation at the State level, due to 
past history of its teamwork approach in solving public health problems. 

The federation has shown previous interest and support of legislation aimed 
at the protection and conservation of the Nation’s water resources. Observa- 
tion for a number of earlier years demonstrated the value of Federal support 
of State water-pollution-control programs. This led to support of 8S. 418, which 
became Public Law 845, 80th Congress, known as the Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act, the amendment, Public Law 579 of the 82d Congress, which extended 
the authorization of the act for 3 years, and S. 890 as originally presented to 
this committee. 

In H. R. 11714 the first amendment of section 6 of the Federal Water Pol- 
lution Control Act calling for a grant limit of 30 percent for one project, or 
an amount of $500,000, is supported by the federation. In the experience of 
using the existing act it has been demonstrated that a limiting amount of 
$250,000 has not permitted municipalities to proceed with construction of 
treatment facilities. However, if a percentage limit is not prescribed, there 
could be situations wherein one municipality received a disproportionate 
share of a State allotment. 

Further, support is given to the proposal that each municipality within a 
metropolitan authority be treated as an individual for grant purposes. Under 
the existing act the grant program when applied to metropolitan areas made 
up of a number of communities encourages a series of small treatment facili- 
ties rather than the logical metropolitan authority. In administering the 
act it has been shown that the Public Health Service has been hampered by 
the previous limitations to individual communities. 

The federation also supports the second amendment specifying that unused 
funds may be reallocated by the Public Health Service after original allotment 
to States or Territories. Since past experience with the Public Health Serv- 
ice has been that administration of grant funds has been done with a high regard 
for the fundamental needs of pollution abatement there is reason to believe 
that such reallocation would be carried on in a manner that would improve 
the entire program. 

In regard to the third amendment calling for a 100 percent increase to $100 
million in the appropriation for fiscal 1959 and for the total authorization to 
double to $1 billion, the federation believes that the immediate needs for the 
next year may easily equal the proposed $100 million and that the total con- 
struction needs will justify a large increase for a 10-year period. However, 
it is felt that during the longer period further stimulus should be given to 
the States’ and municipalities’ responsibilities by efforts being made to locate 
means for the States and municipalities to assume an increased share of the 
financing burden. One means of stimulus might be provided by the guaranty 
of the bond market by the Federal Government, thereby making it possible to 
finance at low interest rates. 

This organization would also like to state that there is a continuing need 
for research in the field of water-pollution abatement. The Public Health 
Service through its Robert A. Taft Sanitary Engineering Center has provided 
a mechanism for real contribution to needed basic research. Continued sup- 
port and expansion of this type activity is strongly urged. 

The research-grants program has also made possible the initiation and con- 
tinuation of vitally needed research in this field. Such research programs pro- 
vide the technical knowledge that is necessary to implement an enforcement 
program calling for the construction of any process facilities. 

The federation also believes that the use of grants to support State train- 
ing programs is a strong part of the act. The value of such training programs is 
demonstrated by pointing to the many individuals who have received added or 
specialized training, which increases their usefulness. 

In summary it is the belief of the Federation of Sewage and Industrial 
Wastes Associations that the amendments to section 6 of the Water Pollution 
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Control Act as contained in H. R. 11714 should, in general, be approved. Al- 
though the construction-grants program has actually been functioning a short 
time, there is considerable evidence to show that this program has been respon- 
sible for a real step forward toward the tremendous task of catching up with 
the stream-pollution problem. Certain snags have been encountered in the ad- 
ministration of the construction-grants program and these are evident in the 
present proposed amendments. 

While the federation feels that in long-range planning there could be better 
utilization of funds if aimed toward stimulating increased State and municipal 
participation in construction of waste-water-treatment facilities, it endorses the 
general framework of the bill and, with these recommendations in mind, urges 
that the bill be given favorable consideration. 


Mr. Scupper. I have just one question. I have heard no one during 
our entire hearings state we should put more teeth in the law to 
stop the polluting of our streams and lakes. What is wrong with a 
law that will stop the polluting? Everybody is asking for more 
money. I do not get it. We have heard from the people who have 
testified so far and none of them even suggested we tighten up this 
law. That was what this law was passed for about 8 years ago—to 
stop the polluting of our streams. 

Why is no one, either Federal, State, or city, interested in stopping 
the pollution? They all ask for more money. I do not get it. You 
are not getting at the nub of the thing. 

Mr. Canuam. This bill as we reviewed it was in connection with 
grants. 

Mr. Scupper. It is in connection with the law enforcement also. We 
could not make it strong enough to stop the pollution. I do not know 
what people who claim they are so interested in stopping the pollution 
of our streams are thinking about when they will not come here and 
advocate a tightening up of the law to stop pollution. Thank you. 

Mr. Cannam. Thank you. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Canham. Now Mr. Tis- 
dale, I believe, is our last witness, and he will present a statement. 
Will you identify yourself, Mr. Tisdale. 


STATEMENT OF ELLIS S. TISDALE, DIRECTOR, INTERSTATE 
COMMISSION ON THE POTOMAC RIVER BASIN 


Mr. Tispate. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Tisdale. I 
am director of the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin 
and my chairman authorized me to present this brief statement in 
support of this legislation. Inasmuch as your time is so short, I think 
possibly it would be best simply to submit this and I would like to 
comment briefly upon it. 

Mr. Roerrs. All right, sir. Without objection your statement will 
be made a part of the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


TESTIMONY OF THE INTERSTATE COMMISSION ON THE PotoMAC RIVER BASIN 


The Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin has been actively 
cooperating during the past 3 years with the District of Columbia, the States 
of Maryland and Virginia, and several Federal agencies, including the United 
States Public Health Service, on speeding up remedial programs to control in- 
terstate water pollution in the Washington metropolitan area, it may be perti- 
nent at this time to record the progress in water-pollution control made possible 
through Public Law 660 and the construction-grants program of this law. Fig- 
ures show that each $1 spent so far in Federal polltuion-abatement aid has stim- 
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ulated the spending of $5 in State and local construction funds throughout the 
Nation. In the 2 years since Public Law 660 has been in effect, $76 million in 
Federal funds has helped finance 930 pollution-control projects. These figures 
reflect conmendable progress, but the accomplishments so far have barely 
seratched the surface of the work that needs to be done. 

The construction-grants provisions of Public Law 660 have emphasized aid to 
small communities and municipalities. The grants have not been geared to deal 
effectively with the population expansion and growth in and around large metro- 
politan areas. In the Washington metropolitan area, a particular concern of our 
Commission, these metropolitan expansion problems are aggravated by the de- 
centralization of Federal agencies. 

The April 1958, issue of our Commission’s newsletter makes reference to the 
ways in which pollution control in the Washington metropolitan area could be 
benefited under H. R. 11714. It seems evident that the provision for multiple 
grants for a pollution-control project serving more than one municipality would 
make the program more flexible, and would be of great benefit in the financing 
of treatment works to serve large metropolitan complexes such as the Washing- 
ton area. 

Our Commission has recently participated in two interstate pollution-control 
hearings. The first was at Charlottesville, Va., on August 22, 1957; the second 
at Washington, D. C., on February 13, 1958. These meetings, in the form of 
conferences, were called by the Public Health Service under the enforcemnt 
section of Public Law 660. They were for the purpose of setting forth the ex- 
tent of interstate pollution in the Washington metropolitan area and setting up 
a timetable for the remedial programs to be carried out in Virginia, Maryland, 
and in the District of Columbia to control detrimental interstate water pollu- 
tion, General agreement was reached at this conference on a timetable for con- 
structing the needed remedial works, but lack of funds to carry out the program 
loomed as the greatest deterrent to their accomplishment. 

The provisions in H. R. 11714 to raise the maximum graut from $250,000 to 
$500,000 and the provision to double the total grants available should be of great 
benefit to small cities where construction plans have been delayed due to grant 
limitations. A case in point is the North Branch area in the upper Potomac 
Basin. Here, some remedial work is going forward. One city, Cumberland, 
Md., and a large industry at Luke, Md., are providing for treatment for sewage 
and industrial wastes. However, three small cities nearby, in West Virginia 
and Maryland, could probably undertake the building of sewage-treatment 
plants if they could receive a Federal grant, or if they became eligible for a 
larger grant. The amendments to Public Law 660 as set up in H. R. 11714 might 
stimulate these small cities in the Potomac Basin to act. 

Our Commission was fortunate to sit in with the State and interstate pollu- 
tion-control administrators of the United States in February 1958, at a meeting 
ealled by the Surgeon General of the United States Public Health Service. It 
was the unanimous expression of these administrators that Public Law 660 was 
stimulating cities to install sewage-treatment works, but that greater stimulus 
was needed if the fight to abate pollution of our Nation’s waterways was to 
progress beyond catching up with the backlog of needed treatment works which 
has been accumulating over the years. The administrators are well aware that, 
while we catch up with this backlog, population growths are constantly creating 
new areas of need. To really abate pollution we must do more. If this is the 
trend noted over the United States as a whole, it certainly true in the 
Potomac Basin. We would like to see the fight for pollution abatement intensi- 
fied by the assignment of greater stimuli to speed up the construction of reme- 
dial works throughout the Potomac Basin. 

The Federal grant to the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin 
made it possible for us to obtain the services of Dr. Abel Wolman, an outstand- 
ing consultant, to chart the needed program for the year 2000, in dealing with 
water-pollution control in the Washington metropolitan area. Inasmuch as sev- 
eral of the metropolitan cities and counties in Maryland and Virginia and also 
the District of Columbia would benefit from the proposed amendments in this 
bill, it seems pertinent to file a copy of Dr. Wolman’s report with this statement. 


Respectfully submitted. 
Eis 8. Trspa.k, Director. 


Mr. Tispate. This Commission is concerned with pollution control 
and water-resource conservation in all of the States of this Potomac 
Basin. Our most aggravating and most troublesome problem is right 
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here in the District of Columbia. Progress is being made in cleaning 
up this pollution, very commendable progress, through the fine pro- 
grams of the States in this area, Maryland and Virginia, and the 
District of Columbia—but this legislation contains a provision which 
will assist us in this. 

First of all, it enlarges the funds, and the funds are the essential 
thing to get this job done in this interstate pollution problem we are 
faced with here. 

Further than that, it enables the projects to be broken up so that 
grants can be made to several counties or cities or municipalities in a 
large metropolitan area. That is our most difficult problem, not only 
in this metropolitan area but in many other metropolitan areas. 

Now, with reference to getting the job done, I want to comment on 
the fact that our Commission recently participated in two interstate 
pollution-control hearings of the Public Health Service. The first 
was held at Charlottesville, Va., and the second at Washington in Feb- 
ruary of this year. These meetings, in the form of conferences, were 
called by the Public Health Service under the enforcement section of 
Public Law 660. They were for the purpose of setting forth the ex- 
tent of interstate pollution in the Washington metropolitan area and 
setting up a specific timetable for the remedial ph eee to be carried 
out in Virginia, Waryland, and the District of Columbia to control 
this detrimental interstate water pollution. General agreement was 
reached at this conference on a timetable for constructing the needed 
remedial works, but lack of funds to carry out the program loomed as 
the greatest deterrent to their accomplishment. 

I have a further statement to make, which concludes with this: 
The Federal grant which our Commission received under Public Law 
660 has enabled the Commission to retain the services of Dr. Abel 
Wolman, an outstanding consultant. He has charted the needed 
control program in this basin up to the year 2000, in dealing with 
water-pollution control. Inasmuch as several of the metropolitan 
cities and counties in Maryland and Virginia and the District of 
Columbia would benefit from the proposed amendments in this bill, it 
seems pertinent to file a copy of Dr. Wolman’s report, which I have 
done, also. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much, Mr. Tisdale. 

Mr. Scupper. I would like to compliment the gentleman on the 
effort you have made to enforce the law. In other words, you have 
been trying to carry out the enforcement provisions of this law. You 
are the first one to appear before this committee that said anything 
about enforcement of the law on the statute books to force cleaning 
up of these areas. 

Just from the number of telephone calls I receive, I imagine there 
are more telephones in Washington and Virginia and Maryland 
than any other place in the world. So, under the President’s program, 
it would seem to me you would get a lot more money than you would 
under this program. Check into that and see if it is not possible. 
I would appreciate your findings. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much. If there are no objections to 
the entering of statements from our colleagues who have presented 
them to be made a part of the record, that will be done at this point. 
We have the statements of the Honorable Lee Metcalf, of Montana, 
and the Honorable Charles O. Porter, of Oregon. Also, there is : 
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statement here from Mr. Lee, of Florida, who gave testimony here 
yesterday, which he would like to have entered after his testimony. 
If there is no objection, it will be entered at that point in the record. 

Then we have telegrams and letters and resolutions which I would 
like to have entered as a part of the record at this time, if there is no 
objection. R 

(The statements referred to are as follows for Mr. Lee, see his 
testimony on p. 97 :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. LEE METCALF, MEMBER OF CONGRESS 


It is a real pleasure to again appear on behalf of another of the chairman’s 
bills to improve the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. Two years ago I 
appeared before this subcommittee on behalf of H. R. 9540, which became Public 
Law 660 of the 84th Congress. That bill was also by the chairman of this 
subcommittee. He is to be congratulated for his leadership of the drive in 
that Congress toward cleaning up our streams. He is to be congratulated for 
continuing that leadership with the bill before this subcommittee today. 

I am speaking for Montana’s congressional delegation—for Senator Murray, 
Senator Mansfield, and Congressman Anderson—and for conservation, health, 
and civic leaders in support of this bill. We favor doubling the $50 million a 
year authorization for grants to States, municipalities, intercity, and interstate 
agencies for construction of sewage-treatment works. We also favor increasing 
the limitation on individual grants from the present limit of 30 percent or 
$250,000, whichever is smaller, to 30 percent or $500,000, whichever is smaller. 

I will not impose on the time of this subcommittee, which reported the ex- 
tension bill 2 years ago, to repeat all the arguments in support of it. I do have 
some supporting material which I should like to have inserted into the record 
at this point. They include letters from Mr. A. A. O’Claire, director of the 
Montana State Department of Fish and Game; Mayor O. L. Brackman, of the 
city of Helena; Mayor Alan Bradley, of the city of Missoula; Mayor Earle 
Knight, of the city of Billings; and a resolution from the Montana Municipal 
League: 

City or HELENA, Mont., December 17, 1957 
Hon. LEE METCALF, 
Congressman from Montana, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MetTcatF: There has been considerable discussion about 
the repeal of Public Law 660, which assists cities in procuring and building 
sewage-disposal facilities. 

I believe you have had some correspondence from some of our Helena Valley 
farmers objecting to our raw sewage flowing through their property in Ten 
Mile Creek, on its way to Lake Helena and thence into the Missouri River. 

To combat local health problems and to prevent downstream pollution, the 
Montana State Board of Health has refused the permission of cities to install 
further sewer extensions until they build disposal plants. 

To withdraw this Federal financial assistance now, without some extension 
of time and money, would be a blow to the general pollution problem in this 
western country, and a catastrophy to the growing but comparatively small 
cities of Montana, situated at the very headwaters of the Missouri and Colum- 
bia River watershed. 

Helena is now in the planning stage to alleviate our sewage problem, encour- 
aged by some Federal assistance. Desirable as it might appear to be, the State 
of Montana is certainly not in a financial position to help the cities build sewage 
facilities. 

May you give this matter your thoughtful consideration, when it comes up 
for further action. 

I remain, with kind regards, 


Respectfully yours, 
O. L. BRacKMAN, Mayor. 
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STATE OF MONTANA, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Helena, Mont., April 17, 1958. 
Mr. LEE METCALF, 
House of Representatives,, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Metcatr: This department would like to go on record as favoring 
the continuation and expansion of the Water Pollution Control Act known as 
Public Law 660. We would also strongly urge that additional provisions be 
included which would liberalize the financial aspects of the law by increasing 
the total loan and general authorization and by raising the percentage of 
Federal contributions available for each project to cover at least 50 percent of 
the cost. 

Pollution is just starting to be a problem in Montana. The larger towns 
continue to discharge increasing amount of untreated sewage into our streams. 
Industry is also becoming a factor in water pollution. 

Since one of the most valuable assets of Montana it its cool, clear water and 
since we are at the headwaters, any remedial steps we can take to reduce pol- 
lution will have a beneficial effect in all downstream States. 

We would also like to recommend an expanded program of research and 
technical assistance as well as an increase in the annual authorization for 
financing sewage and industrial waste treatment facilities. It is our opinion 
that only by Federal participation can the increasing pollution problems be 
controlled. 

Sincerely, 
A. A. O’Cxiatre, Director. 


Ciry oF MISSOULA, 
Missoula, Mont., May 16, 1958. 
The Honorable Dwicut D. EIsENHOWER, 
President of the United States, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: On behalf of the city commission and the city of Mis- 
soula, I wish to enter a strong protest against any reduction in or discontinuance 
of Federal funds as an aid for municipal construction and planning programs, 
and most particularly for sewage disposal plant construction. 

As you know, many cities in Montana are vitally concerned with the neces- 
sity of complying with the State board of health mandate to cease dumping raw 
sewage into our rivers. These cities have made plans, and engaged consulting 
engineers, on the basis of the Federal Government’s 5-year plan. Any curtail- 
ment of funds would result not only in a very considerable loss in time and 
money to those cities which have proceeded on the assumption that the Federal- 
aid program would be continued, but would also mean that the entire project 
would have to be dropped. Missoula, in particular, is presently engaged in 
planning for a citywide sewer installation and disposal plant and has already 
received a Federal grant of $63,000 to aid in the preliminary survey. It is 
vital that a further grant, up to the $250,000 maximum, be forthcoming to 
insure this construction. It is hoped that by fall a bond issue to cover this 
installation will be voted by the Missoula electorate. Currently, a sewer sys- 
tem for the Daly’s and Low’s additions to Missoula is being constructed, with 
the approval of the State board of health, which, of necessity, will increase 
the discharge of raw sewage into the Clark Fork River. At a recent commis- 
sion meeting, the city received a petition, signed by approximately 500 citizens 
in the area immediately contiguous to the city limits on the west, protesting the 
practice of dumping sewage into the river because of the resultant contamina- 
tion of their irrigation supply for farm uses. 

It is not possible to emphasize too strongly the serious plight Missoula would 
be in if Federal funds for sewage-disposal construction were denied and we hope 
that you will do everything in your power to prevent the loss of Federal funds 
to municipalities for this purpose. 

Very truly yours, 
ALAN BRADLEY, Mayor. 
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Ciry or Brtyines, Mont., November 15, 1957. 
Hon. Dwicut D. EISENHOWER, 
President of the United States, Washington, D.C. 

Sm: The city council of the city of Billings, Mont., has gone on record re- 
spectfully requesting that the water pollution program, under Public Law 660, 
be continued. Conservation-minded citizens throughout the United States have 
termed this law as “the best pollution law we have ever had,” which reveals 
facts that the benefits from such a well-administered plan should not be dis- 
continued. 

Procedure of the new law has strengthened the enforcement hand of Public 
Health Service so it may deal in cases of interstate water pollution. Water 
shortage has become critical in some parts of the Nation, and deadly flow of 
contaminated wastes should be checked and cleaned up before it halts growth 
of cities and industrial expansion. 

Your consideration of this request will be greatly appreciated. 

Respectfully yours, 
EARLE KNIGHT, Mayor. 


RESOLUTION 


A resolution of the executive committee of the Montana Municipal League to the 
President of the United States; to the delegation to the Congress from the 
State of Montana; to the Congress of the United States; to the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare; to the Surgeon General of the Public Health 
Service; to the Governor of the State of Montana; to the department of 
health of the State of Montana 


Whereas the State board of health of the State of Montana has actively co- 
operated for the past several years with the United States Public Health 
Service in the development of comprehensive programs in preventing and con- 


trolling water pollution pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 


(Public Law 660, 84th Cong.) ; and 

Whereas the State board of health in the development of such programs, has 
investigated the water and sewage facilities in the cities and towns in the State 
of Montana and following such investigation has ordered and required many of 
such cities and towns to construct or expand and improve sewage disposal 
facilities ; and 

Whereas many of the cities in compliance with such orders have ordered pre- 
liminary surveys or in some cases, have applied for housing and home finance 
agency loans for preliminary engineering funds and have applications for con- 
struction grants under the Water Pollution Control Act, pending; and 

Whereas many cities in Montana are experiencing considerable difficulty in 
financing the construction of sewage disposal facilities as ordered by the State 
board of health where most benefits from such new facilities will benefit pri- 
marily the communities in other States below Montana on the Missouri River 
watershed ; and 

Whereas it appears that if Federal grants under the Water Pollution Con- 
trol Act are withdrawn, many cities and towns will have to abandon their 
proposed construction and improvement projects either because of insufficient 
funds or because the voters in cities and towns will be unwilling to approve 
bond issues for the entire cost of such projects where most benefits will accrue 
to other communities in other States ; and 

Whereas the Water Pollution Control Act contained in chapter 33, United 
States Code Annotated, paragraphs 466 and following, provides in section 
466d that appropriations be authorized for each year, to and including the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and the cities of Montana and other States 
were entitled to rely and did rely on the continuance of availability for funds 
for sewage facilities and it would be inequitable to terminate the act and 
appropriations prior to 1961 ; and 

Whereas many States have already been granted HHFA advanced planning 
loans for interceptor sewage and sewage disposal plants and discontinuance 
of the program would in many instances mean that it would be impossible to 
repay the HHFA loan; and 

Whereas the Montana State Board of Health has refused permission to cities, 
because of local health problems and downstream pollutions, to install further 
service extensions until such cities build sewage disposal facilities: Now, 
therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That the executive committee of the Montana Municipal League, 
does respectfully and earnestly request that the Water Polution Control Act 
be continued in force until 1961, as now provided, and that no curtailment of 
appropriations for grants and aid to municipalities be made prior to 1961: Be 
it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be submitted by the executive director 
of the Montana Municipal League to the President of the United States, to 
the delegation to the Congress from the State of Montana, to the Congress of 
the United States, to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, to the 
Surgeon General of the Public Health Service, to the Governor of the State of 
Montana, to the Department of Health of the State of Montana. 


Here is a status report as of today on the operation of this highly successful 
program in Montana: 


1. Allotments: 
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Harlowton.._....-... edhe = ; i ah thie nadealelineale 43, 125 12, 937. 50 
Hi lena... ook which 542, 000 162, 600. 00 
OS Se ore inci - sé ; ced 13, 245 3, 973. 50 
al a 7 . . " a stabi 133, 556 40, 066. 80 
or : : hapa ae ‘siednaabindl a 20, 967 6, 405. 00 
BEE... cc cues ce ; niaddekabes 30, 855 10, 380. 00 
Sheridan... .... i . nsw thane nokia ' ; ad 84, 900 25, 470. 00 
Twin Bridges... antisantl eticinsmieGteaniliadicn owed alah 28, 571 8, 571. 00 
White Sv iphur Springs. -_-.---- aaecaae a ; ieee 115, 000 28, 252. 50 
Wolf Point--_- desert rie e baie oi Soe 97, 000 29, 100. 00 
Townsend -_--- 7 i 35, 000 10, 500. 00 
rE : oie ; : jammer 81, 900 24, 570. 00 
cate dike dette Jai [ j 2 hie 3, 062, 208 852, 860. 74 
Grant request 
3. Applications in regional office (1): Glendive... ; ta 81, 624 $22, 687. 00 
4. Applications in State agency (0) -_-_- E ee an santeto a ticlinntindacera Eckoemaaheeeeaaanies 
5. Applications in preparation (8): Names not reported se caw amnd 4, 647, 000 636, 500. 00 


As you know, there is legislation pending before this Congress to terminate 
not only this program but, also, another highly successful and vitally needed 
program, that for vocational education. The water pollution control program 
would be terminated as of July 1, 1959, under section 5 (e) of H. R. 12524, 
which is pending in the Committee on Ways and Means. 

It was introduced last week, following receipt of a special message from the 
President on Federal-State-local relationships. In it, he supported recommen- 
dations by his Joint Federal-State Action Committee that the Federal Govern- 
ment— 

(1) discontinue its grants for vocational education ; 

(2) discontinue its grants for construction of waste-treatment facilities 
under the Water Pollution Control Act of 1956; and 

(3) reduce its 10-percent tax on local telephone service to 6 percent to 
“assist the States in assuming financial responsibility for these programs.” 


I have studied both the report of the Joint Federal-State Action Committee 
and the record of the hearing held by the Inter-governmental Relations Sub- 
committee on that report. I am amazed and disturbed to find the Joint Action 
Committee claiming intent to strengthen the vocational education and waste- 
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treatment facilities construction programs while at the same time proposing 
a financial arrangement that would practically destroy these programs in many 
of the States. 

In representing the Joint Action Committee before the Fountain subcom- 
mittee on February 18, Treasury Secretary Anderson testified as follows: 

“In our first report, two of these programs are proposed for transfer out of 
Washington to the States—vocational education and waste-treatment-plant con- 
struction. In making this recommendation, the Committee seeks only to trans- 
fer authority and financial responsibility—not to curtail or abolish programs. 

“T stress this point because there are some who seem to think that we would 
adversely influence these worthwhile activities. Our report to the President 
and to the conference of governors makes it clear that this is not our purpose 
at all.” 

Nowhere in the Secretary’s statement, or in the Joint Action Committee’s 
report, is it even hinted that some States would lose heavily under the pro- 
posed tax-credit plan. In fact, the Committee report states that: 

“In the overall picture of functions and finances, there should be a relation- 
ship between functions to be assumed by the States with the consequent reduc- 
tions in Federal expenditures and revenue tax sources to be released by the 
National Government.” 

Now let us examine the relationship between the Federal grants recommended 
for termination and State revenue from a 4-percent tax on legal telephone 
service. It requires considerable computation involving five separate statistical 
tables in the Joint Action Committee’s report to ascertain how the individual 
States would be affected by this plan. Fortunately, the Fountain subcommittee’s 
hearing contains a table which makes this comparison for the highest and low- 
est income States. 

That comparison shows that not 1 of the 10 lowest income States—those most 
in need of Federal assistance—would obtain enough revenue from a 4-percent 
tax on the local telephone service to replace Federal grants for vocational edu- 
eation and waste-treatment-plant construction. Mississippi would obtain $800,- 
000 to replace $2.1 million in existing grants. In North Dakota, the tax source 
would yield only $300,000 to take care of programs for which that State now 
receives $991,000 in grants. 

While my own State of Montana ranks above the national average in per 
capita income, we, too, would be penalized under this plan. According to fig- 
ures in Progress Report No. 1, released by the Joint Federal-State Action Com- 
mittee in December of last year, the yield for a 4-percent tax on local telephone 
service in Montana would be $400,000. This is only a little more than half the 
existing Federal grants, which total $715,000, for waste-treatment facilities and 
vocational education. The total breaks down into $504,000 for water-pollution- 
control facilities, $189,000 for older vocational-education programs, and $22,000 
for the newer programs, including practical nursing and fisheries. 

This proposal is both unsound and misleading. Moreover, I believe the Ameri- 
can people deserve a more straightforward presentation of the issues than it 
has received in this instance. Those who favor terminating State and local 
services which are supported by Federal grants should have the courage to make 
that the issue, rather than hide behind a facade of doubletalk about strengthen- 
ing programs. 


STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES O, PorTER, FouRTH CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT, OREGON 


Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend you and the members of the subcommittee 
who have arranged this hearing on legislation relating to certain proposed 
changes in Public Law 660 of the 84th Congress. I certainly appreciate the 
opportunity to make this statement here today. 

I am gravely concerned with the May 13 Presidential recommendation that the 
grant portion of the program be terminated to prevent, as the administration 
would have us believe, an overcentralizing of power and authority in the Na- 
tional Government. This argument is unfounded and illogical; and worse, it 
threatens the life of a program which safeguards one of this Nation’s most 
valuable natural resources—its water. 

Like the many supporters of this program, I find it impossible to consider 
water-pollution control a menace. Conversely, I do consider water pollution a 
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real and active danger, a danger that finally will be controlled and tamed under 
the beneficial provisions of Public Law 660. 

In March I urged members of the Appropriations Subcommittee on Labor, 
Health, Education, and Welfare to give all possible financial support to the ex- 
isting law. Today, I am here to urge that Public Law 660 be improved and 
expanded as proposed in H. R. 11714 and other similar measures. 

Public Law 660 is designed to stimulate local community participation. I feel 
there is no logical reason to limit the maximum grant to $250,000 if a com- 
munity or several communities are ready to undertake bigger programs with 
Federal assistance. I recommend an increase in maximum construction grant 
aid to $500,000 as proposed in legislation introduced on March 27, 1958, by the 
chairman. 

I believe, too, as the chairman proposes, that unobligated funds ought not go 
unused. Rather, if it can be arranged, I feel they should be available for re- 
allotment by the Surgeon General as proposed in H. R. 11714. 

And, in keeping with Representative Blatnik’s original contention, I feel the 
program should permit grants totaling $100 million each year over the 10-year 
period. I understand current funds do not meet the national need. 

Since enactment of Public Law 660, 20 Oregon communities have participated 
in the program. Allotments to them in 1957 totaled $647,127. In 1958, the sum 
increased to $651,575 for a 2-year total of $1,298,700. 

Under Public Law 660, five cities in my district have found it possible to 
improve their sewage-treatment works. These cities are: 


Applicant 





Project cost | Grant offer 


ee No al ek ee nn xcipe omahdaaninn avibeuesiunnid | $20, 100 $6, 030. 00 


BN oe or hk ok wahuee ach wometaniaimm ee " atinhbbiegtiaigidenkenhsauidiled 171, 230 51, 369. 00 
a eels daideinthipenkaidiidibiinm tabbed suttthebuen 44, 334 13, 300. 09 
DIMEN. oo scccTaatcnneees akin tssthaiicnieeiy Mcnaaealcwhdieraietty se eeaana maaan 24, 648 | 5, 881. 50 
TINE ice. pip ctthcdvanntacdhvanbidebddekccnbdadwbnesindatasedtesdeldaeee 887, 270 | 250, 000. 00 


These figures come from the Public Health Service of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. The service informs me it has notice that 
six applications are pending in its regional office. The grant offer for them is 
$264,700 of the total $883,000. Unidentified applications before the State 
authority also total six. The Federal share here would be $443,408 of the 
total $1,446,029. 

I am also informed that 22 applications are in preparation and that the 
Federal share would be $1,578,800 of a total of $6,186,100. 

Let no one think for. a single monent that water pollution control does not 
concern us, Mr. Chairman. For those who would suggest that Public Law 660 
is an encroachment on local authority, or a usurpation of autonomy, let me 
suggest that they examine and heed the enthusiastic reception of the program at 
the local level. 

Water is a valuable national resource deserving of full attention. 

Public health is not a bauble to be toyed with momentarily, then returned 
to a dusty shelf. 

Congress wisely has established a program which provides an incentive to 
every community in the country. This incentive program deserves improve- 
ment, not elimination as called for by the President. 

On behalf of my constituents and on behalf of such organizations as the 
Oregon Wildlife Federation and on behalf of the Governor of Oregon, the Hon- 
orable Robert D. Holmes, I thank you for this opportunity to present our com- 
bined opinion that water pollution control is a necessary and valuable program. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me read a portion of Governor Holmes’ 
telegram favoring H. R. 11714 which was read into this hearing record earlier: 

“Experience in Oregon to date indicates that current appropriations are only 
about half the amount necessary to meet grant requirements for projects that are 
ready to go. Construction grants have been of material value to smaller cities, 
many of which could not have financed projects without Federal assistance.” 


Mr. Rogers. Are there any other witnesses or statements here? 
(No response. ) 
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Mrs. Burrcu. Mr. Chairman, I want to make a statement. When 
Mrs. Wilkins was testifying or, rather, when she first started to tes- 
tify, I was in conference with some friends concerning some experts 
who happen to be here and with whom I wished to oonleal before they 
left the hearing room. I was under the impression that a representa- 
tive of the National Council of State Garden Clubs was the person 
testifying. I now learn it was Mrs. Wilkins, of the board of super- | 
visors of Fairfax County, whom I addressed. I just wish to add to 
the statement which I made, which is as applicable to Mrs. Wilkins 
as it would have been to Mrs. Shoemaker, and to say to you, Mrs. 
Wilkins, that I am very happy to have you here. I live in Arlington 
County, and the general pollution problem that affects this whole area 
is of great concern to me. I offer my apologies to you for having 
addressed you incorrectly. Although we have not met. before, I have 
followed your career with a great deal of interest, and cannot praise 
you too highly for the fine way you are serving the people of Fairfax 
County. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mrs. Blitch. That is certainly a natural 
assumption for you to mave made, under the circumstances, because 
while you were away we were going to have a statement presented 
by Mrs. Shoemaker for the garden clubs, but Mrs. Shoemaker was not 
present. So, it was certainly appropriate. 

If there are no further witnesses at this time, the committee will 
stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12:40 p. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 


x 








